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Executive Summary

A series of stakeholder interviews, focus groups, and community events were held
statewide in conjunction with the Statewide Regional Framework Study process. The
purpose of the first round of community outreach was to understand critical issues,
regional opportunities, and regional vision that will impact the state’s multimodal
transportation system.

The outreach activities summarized in this report include the four Regional
Framework Studies being conducted by ADOT. However, Maricopa Association of
Governments and Pima Association of Governments are responsible for leading
framework study efforts that are being conducted simultaneously.

Almost 600 people statewide participated in the first round of outreach efforts. The
stakeholder interviews started in February 2008 and the last community events were
held late March 2008. Each of the events followed a standard planning template and
the moderators utilized similar guidelines to ensure consistency.

Following are some of the Key Findings from the outreach effort.

Growth

Across Arizona growth is anticipated to impact the statewide transportation system.
Participants agreed that every area of the state is growing to some degree and the
transportation system to support the current and projected growth is considered well behind
this growth trend. Where and how growth occurs will continue to impact transportation. It
was stressed that the state and local systems need to get ahead of this curve. Growth
management was raised frequently as a way to effectively link land use, economic
development, and transportation.

It is important to recognize that there were varying degrees of acceptance of growth
depending on the region. Some areas are actively promoting growth and economic
development while others were encouraging or experiencing a slower rate of growth.
Related to the growth issue is that land availability varies throughout the state making
transportation improvements difficult. The discussion about the need for land exchanges
was discussed frequently.

Transit Options

It was clear statewide that there is a growing need for local and regional transit options.
Participants discussed the fact that building more roads is not going to address projected
congestion alone. Participants discussed the need to connect activity centers and provide
transit options for people to get to services within regions.

Environmental Issues

Throughout the state the need for natural resource protection and wildlife crossings were
mentioned. Participants identified the importance of incorporating these issues when
managing growth and planning future transportation systems. The emphasis on
environmental issues varied across the state, though it was mentioned frequently.



Tribal Coordination

The importance of coordinating with Arizona Tribes was mentioned frequently. Many of the
current and potential future roadway improvements may touch or cross tribal boundaries.
Additionally, the potential economic development occurring on tribal lands will impact the
future roadway system.

Roadways

It was frequently mentioned that it is critical to acquire the right-of-way before roads are
needed. The land costs statewide have escalated in recent years and will continue though
Arizona is experiencing a real estate downturn. However, participants believed that the
downturn was cyclical and the trend will turn upward again in the near future. Additionally,
road maintenance statewide was also mentioned as being very critical. Taking care of the
state’s existing infrastructure investment was just as important as building new roadways.
Also, there seemed to be support statewide for the need for additional north-south and
east-west routes throughout the state.

Regional roadway connections internally vs. connecting the region externally differed
depending on the region the event occurred. The connections were important but the focus
or priority put on the type of connections varied. The issue related to a lack of connectivity
of local and regional roads to the state system varied from place to place. Additionally,
many cities are interested in bypasses around key cities. However concerns about how
bypasses impact businesses and economic development opportunities were mentioned.

Planes, Trains, and Bridges

The importance of air service and airport improvements differed statewide. However, it was
mentioned as part of an important statewide transportation system. Participants also
identified the need to increase or develop rail capacity for freight and passengers in Arizona.
Additionally, the need for improved rail crossings was mentioned. Lastly, the need for new
and/or improved bridges was a big issue in some places and not discussed in others.

Safety

Statewide safety concerns and the need for routes to divert traffic during emergencies were
identified was a common theme statewide. Clearly this issue varied depending on the
perception of high accident levels.

Funding

Lack of adequate funding to address needs was mentioned statewide. Additionally, the
current formula is believed to favor Maricopa and Pima counties. The need for a fair and
equitable funding strategy for multimodal transportation needs statewide was discussed
often. However, the regional areas were skeptical that rural needs would be addressed.

Beyond Arizona

Collaboration with surrounding states and Mexico was mentioned as an issue depending on
the region. This issue was discussed more in areas of the state impacted by outside states
such as Yuma, Kingman, and southern Arizona.



I. Regional Framework Outreach
A. Overview

Working in collaboration with regional planning organizations, ADOT is planning a
statewide transportation system that strengthens the linkage between land use,
economic development and transportation to ensure sustainable mobility and
continue to enhance Arizona’s quality of life. The planning effort will identify the full-
range of statewide transportation choices, including public transportation, to meet
Arizona’s growing needs.

In January 2008 ADOT initiated a long-range statewide planning process that will
identify the needs and potential improvements to the state’s transportation network.
These transportation choices could include new and expanded highways, local
parkways and streets, buses and rail, and accommodations for bicycle and
pedestrians. Regional planning agencies working closely with local jurisdictions and
stakeholders have partnered with ADOT to implement Regional Framework Studies
that will feed into the Statewide Framework Plan. The long-range focus of the studies
is unique and will identify the state’s needs in the 2030 and 2050 planning horizon.

Between now and 2030, the gap between transportation needs and funding is
expected to grow significantly. The State Transportation Board has funded the
framework studies to quantify transportation needs statewide and to identify the full-
range of funding options to address Arizona’s future transportation needs.

ADOT, working with regional planners, are analyzing existing local transportation
choices to integrate into future plans. The goal will be to create better connectivity
between regions while reducing congestion in the busiest areas.

Four Regional Framework Studies (Northern, Central, Western and Eastern Regions)
are examining ways to proactively plan for growth by identifying land use,
development and economic patterns of each region. Additionally, Maricopa
Association of Governments and Pima Association of Governments are conducting
similar planning studies to feed into the statewide framework.

Framework study researchers are working closely with regional partners and
stakeholders to assess all transportation needs in a particular region. Based on
results, transportation options will be recommended. The Regional Framework Study
results will feed into a multimodal Statewide Framework Plan.

The Framework Studies will seek to answer some fundamental questions:

= How can we grow our economy, and what part can improving or overhauling
our transportation system play in encouraging quality economic growth?

= How can we improve links between major metropolitan areas, which will
strengthen the base for economic growth?



» How can transportation decisions enhance our quality of life, improve our
environment and be done in a way that is fair and equitable for the majority
of citizens?

The four project teams will complete the Regional Framework Studies in December
2008. From December to April 2009, ADOT, its managing consultants, and regional
partners will be utilizing the information developed in the Regional Framework
Studies to create the Statewide Framework Plan.

B. Outreach Purpose

Ensuring that a broad base of public and stakeholder involvement opportunities
exists is critical to the planning process’ success. ADQOT is dedicated to taking a
proactive approach to soliciting citizen and stakeholder comments early and often in
the preparation of transportation-related studies. The first round of Regional
Framework outreach efforts was to solicit input and ideas related to issues, concerns,
opportunities and regional visions that may impact long-range multimodal
transportation.

C. Outreach Approach
The first round of stakeholder and public outreach included:

1. Stakeholder Interviews
2. Focus Groups
3. Community Events

Almost 600 people statewide participated in the first round of outreach efforts. The
outreach efforts included:

Stakeholder Interviews: Building on past planning efforts, the purpose of interviewing
key stakeholders is to understand issues, development trends and opinions about the
future. Two rounds of stakeholder interviews will be conducted. Approximately 120
stakeholder interviews were conducted statewide.

Focus Groups: Two rounds of three focus groups will be conducted within each
region. The purpose is to obtain expert input on topics of particular importance. The
focus groups will include:

Commercial/Multimodal
Business and Development
Environmental

Each focus group brought together a group of experts within the three topic areas to
uncover opportunities and constraints affecting the framework of future roadways
and multimodal transportation.

Total: 241 participants



Central Region - 29 participants total

March 26 - Florence (26 participants)
Commercial/Multimodal (11 participants)
Business and Development (6 participants)
Environmental (9 participants)

March 27 - Globe (3 participants)
Commercial/Multimodal (1 participant)
Business and Development (0 participants)
Environmental (2 participants)

Northern Region - 82 participants total

March 26 - Flagstaff (43 participants)
Commercial/Multimodal (13 participants)
Business and Development (7 participants)
Environmental (23 participants)

March 27 - Prescott (21 participants)
Commercial/Multimodal (10 participants)
Business and Development (5 participants)
Environmental (6 participants)

April 3 - Window Rock (18 participants)
Commercial/Multimodal (10 participants)
Business and Development (5 participants)
Environmental (3 participants)

Western Region - 64 participants total

March 24 - Yuma (36 participants)
Commercial/Multimodal (16 participants)
Business and Development (11 participants)
Environmental (9 participants)

March 26 - Parker (4 participants)
Commercial/Multimodal (0 participants)
Business and Development (4 participants)
Environmental (0 participants)

March 27 - Kingman (24 participants)
Commercial/Multimodal (13 participants)
Business and Development (5 participants)
Environmental (6 participants)

Eastern Region - 66 participants total

March 24 - Show Low (28 participants)
Commercial/Multimodal (14 participants)
Business and Development (8 participants)
Environmental (6 participants)



March 27 - Safford (18 participants)
Commercial/Multimodal (6 participants)
Business and Development (5 participants)
Environmental (7 participants)

March 31 - Sierra Vista (20 participants)
Commercial/Multimodal (5 participants)
Business and Development (8 participants)
Environmental (7 participants)

Community Events: Several community workshops were held within each of the
regions. The workshop objectives were to inform the public and stakeholders, discuss
issues, obtain input on impacts of alternatives and proposed projects, and solicit
additional ideas. Interested stakeholders, developers, landowners, agencies, and
citizens were invited to participate.

Total: 217 participants

Central Region - 60 participants total
March 26 - Florence (17 participants)
March 27 - Globe (43 participants)

Northern Region - 65 participants total
March 26 - Flagstaff (36 participants)
March 27 - Prescott (24 participants)

April 3 - Window Rock (5 participants)

Western Region - 35 participants total
March 24 - Yuma (17 participants)

March 25 - Quartzsite (6 participants)
March 27 - Kingman (12 participants)

Eastern Region - 57 participants total
March 24 - Show Low (7 participants)
March 27 - Safford (25 participants)
March 31 - Sierra Vista (18 participants)
April 8 — Nogales (17 participants)
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Stakeholder Interviews Template

Building on past planning efforts such as bgAZ Statewide Intrastate Reconnaissance
Study interview process, the Regional Framework Consultants (RFC) will conduct two
rounds of stakeholder interviews.

« First Round of Stakeholder Interviews: Existing Regional Conditions and
Identification of Issues

« Second Round of Stakeholder Interviews: Draft Multimodal Network
Alternatives

NOTE: Target audience for first round of stakeholder interviews
is cities, towns, counties, tribal and resource agencies’
technical staff. First round of government relations activities
will make contact with regional municipal, county and tribal
elected officials.

Stakeholder interviews are with agency officials and key individuals. This activity is
not intended to be a public event.

Purpose: To communicate about the project and solicit input. It is important to
receive input and ideas from the stakeholders that may assist the
team in fine-tuning interim products before taking information public.

Approach: To minimize travel time and use the budget efficiently, it
is important to select a location where the stakeholders
can come to the team.

Participants: Working with the COG/MPOs within the region, identify a
location(s) and potential invitees.

Time: Potentially consider a day-long event where groups of
individuals/stakeholders are invited to participate at 1.5
hour increments at one location.

Logistics: If pulling together a larger group for interviews, choose
a centrally-located facility that can accommodate 20 to
25 people. The room can be set up board room style or
with tables and chairs in a square or U-shape. The
location should be easily accessible, handicapped
accessible, good parking available, good acoustics, and
ample areas for reviewing displays. The location should
be secured at least 1.5 months in advance if possible.

Equipment: Flip charts, markers, easels, and display boards.

11



Refreshments:

Format:

Invitations:

Meeting Materials:

Meeting Record:

Staffing:

Roles:

Light refreshments (water, coffee, cookies) provided by
the host (if possible) or by the MC.

Attached is a standard agenda and interview guide for
all Regional Framework Studies. However, there might
be specific regional issues that need to be addressed.

Invitations are to be sent to participants a minimum of 3
weeks in advance of the interviews. Follow-up email
reminders can be sent via email. Follow-up telephone
calls may also be required. NOTE: Due to the tight
timeframe the first round of invitations will not be sent
within this timeframe.

Graphics to be hung on wall illustrating work products
associated with the particular point in the process; these
are intended to be reference materials. A large regional
map for participants to use to identify issues and
concerns should be produced.

A summary report of each of the Stakeholder Interviews
will be prepared by the RFC. The notes should include
the participants, summary of comments, and
identification of any direction that might have been
provided. An executive summary will be produced that
includes a process summary and identifies common
themes and divergent viewpoints across the stakeholder
interviews.

Final Summary Report Format:
Title Page
Executive Summary
Appendix - All individual meeting summary
reports

It is important not to overstaff the Stakeholder
Interviews, as many interviewees tend to speak more
freely in a smaller group.

RFC - Responsible for conducting the interviews and
answering questions, providing the technical information
for the production of any graphics and interview
materials, providing technical support during the
interviews and interacting with attendees, and finalizing
the meeting summary report.

PI Consortium - Responsible for reviewing
graphics/materials in close coordination with RFC,

12



Run Through:

Thank You

maintaining the database, and submitting the summary
report to the CMT.

ADOT and MC Liaisons - Assist in fine-tuning the
interview agenda and approach to meet the specific
regional plan needs, attend the interviews, and
review/comment on the summary notes. When possible
either the ADOT or the MC Liaison, but not both, will
attend the interviews.

A pre-workshop meeting to run through and review all
materials is suggested. The ADOT or MC liaison will
attend the run-through meeting to ensure a common
understanding of the anticipated outcome and
expectations for the summary report.

Following the interviews, an email should be sent by the

PI Consortium to thank the interviewee for participating
in the interview.

13



STAKEHOLDER INTERVIEWS AGENDA TEMPLATE

Introductions

Round | Stakeholder Interview

Project Overview and Schedule

Interview Questions

1.

What are some of the regional issues this project must address in your
opinion?

What can the transportation facilities under discussion mean to the
area other than improved mobility (e.g. urban growth, economic
development)?

What urban growth/developments and socio-economic changes do you
see occurring over the next 20 years in your particular locality or
region?

Are there any “fatal flaws” such as economic, physical, environmental
constraints or community concerns that would be an obstacle to the
development of the transportation facilities under discussion?

Are there environmental concerns you would like to express?

How would you like to be involved as this study unfolds?

Are there others that should be involved in this study?

Are there any other issues you would like to express?

Summary and Next Steps

14



Focus Groups Template

The focus group technique is a facilitated dialogue used to solicit feelings and opinions about
issues and possibilities related to a specific topic. A guided discussion is the heart of the focus
group activity. A series of focus groups will be organized and facilitated in support of the
Regional Framework Studies.

Two rounds of focus groups will be conducted within each region to solicit specific information
to support the development of the regional framework.

«  First Round of Focus Groups: Existing Regional Conditions and Identification
of Issues
« Second Round of Focus Groups: Draft Multimodal Network Alternatives

The three focus groups will be:

Environmental/Conservation Interests
Business/Development Interests
Multimodal/Commercial Transportation

Purpose: To bring together individuals with specific expertise and/or special interests
within each of the focus group topics. The results, conclusions and
recommendations will be summarized and the input used in the technical
aspects of the project. The intent of the focus groups is not to reach
consensus, but to encourage interactive dialogue and to generate ideas and
reactions, issues from the various points of view.

Size: Fifteen to twenty participants; it is not intended to get
everyone from each interest topic involved but a good
sampling of the interests.

Participants: A good cross-section of perspectives within each focus group
to ensure that a robust discussion can occur.

Time: Two-hour sessions; typically held during the day because of
the type of participants being solicited (i.e., senior staff level).
However, the times may vary from region to region.

Logistics: A centrally-located facility that can accommodate 30 people;
the location should be one that is easily accessible such as at
the COG/MPO or a particular municipality.

Room set-up should be board room or open/closed-u-shape
with tables and chairs.

The location should be secured at least 45 days in advance if
possible.

Equipment: Screen, computer and PowerPoint projector, flip charts,
markers, easels, and display boards.

15



Refreshments:

Facilitator Guide:

Invitation:

Pre-Meeting:

Meeting Materials:

Meeting Record:

Staffing:

Roles:

Light refreshments (water, coffee, cookies) provided by the
meeting host (if possible) or PI Consortium.

The CMT will produce a standard list of questions (attached)
that will be asked at all focus groups for the Regional
Framework Studies. However, specific regional questions may
also be asked. The Facilitator Guide should be finalized and
approved ten days in advance of the focus groups.

Invitations will be distributed to participants at least three
weeks in advance and RSVPs will be due within ten days after
the invitations are issued. Email invitations can be sent with an
email RSVP if appropriate. Follow-up telephone calls may be
needed.

Participants will receive advance information to provide them
with an overall study understanding, a regional map for
context, background on the topic to be discussed, and what is
expected of their participation. Pre-meeting materials will be
completed at least one week before the focus group meeting.

Signage directing participants to the meeting location should
be provided if necessary. Graphics to be hung on the wall
illustrating current work products; these are intended to be
reference materials. A large regional map that participants
may use to identify issues and concerns should be developed.

A summary report of each focus group will be prepared
including a list of participants and a summary of comments.
The report will not identify the source of individual comments.

Focus Group Report Format:
Title Page
Executive Summary
Appendix - All individual meeting summary notes

It is important not to overstaff the focus groups.

Facilitator — A team member who is skilled in facilitating. The
facilitator will guide the dialogue using the facilitator guide that
includes a series of set questions. The facilitator will guide the
discussion and summarize comments.

RFC - The RFC will assist the PIC in identifying potential
invitees, provide technical information for the production of
graphics and meeting materials, and give technical support as
necessary during the meeting. The RFC will also assist in
finalizing the summary report.

PIC -The PIC will be responsible for all logistics, invitations,
creating the PowerPoint presentation and getting
graphics/materials completed in coordination with technical
consultants, signage, and producing the summary report for
RFC review and then finalizing the report for submittal to CMT.

16



Run Through:

All PIC members and facilitators who will participate in the
focus group process will attend a run through meeting to
ensure a common understanding of the facilitator guide,
questions, anticipated outcome, and expectations for the
summary report.

17



FOCUS GROUPS
FACILITATOR GUIDE TEMPLATE

Focus Groups objectives include:

« Participants to gain an understanding of the Regional Framework process.

» Identify issues and concerns from the particular perspectives that should be addressed
during the Regional Framework process.

« Solicit ideas related to potential regional transportation improvements.

Process:

1. Facilitator should welcome everyone and distribute sign in sheet.

2. Introduce yourself and have everyone introduce themselves.

3. Explain Focus Group objectives and process.

4. Present a brief Regional Framework process PowerPoint presentation.

5. Explain Groundrules: Everyone participates, positive discussions and no personal attacks,

no one dominates the discussion, and have fun.

Facilitator should begin to ask questions and lead conversations. Proceed through the

questions in a conversational manner. Ask for clarification or elaboration. Ask follow-on

questions, if appropriate.

7. When the focus group conversation is complete (or the time has run out), the Facilitator
should explain how the input will be utilized and summarize the next steps.

8. Thank everyone for participating and encourage their continued involvement.

o

Questions:

Focus Group - Environmental/Conservation Interests

1. From your perspective, what are the regional environmental or conservation issues
that the Regional Framework Study must address? Let’s go around the table and have
each of you provide your thoughts.

2. Are there environmental and conservation plans currently underway that will or can
impact future transportation facilities within the region?

3. What regional urban growth/developments and economic changes do you see
occurring in the next 50 years and how they might relate to
environmental/conservation objectives? How should regional transportation planning
address these issues?

4. Are there environmental/conservation issues that might be an obstacle to the
development of transportation facilities? How should these issues be addressed in our
regional planning effort?

5. Are there additional issues you believe that the Regional Framework Study should
address specifically as it relates to the environment and conservation interests?

6. How would you like to be involved as the process unfolds? And who else should be
involved representing environmental/conservation interests?

18



Focus Group - Business/Development Interests

1.

From your perspective, what are the regional business and development issues that
the Regional Framework Study must address? Let’s go around the table and have each
of you provide your thoughts.

Are there economic development plans (municipal, regional, Tribal, or private)
currently underway that will or can impact future transportation facilities within the
region?

When you look to the future (2050 and beyond) what are the urban
growth/developments, business, and global trends or other economic changes do you
see occurring and how should regional transportation planning address these issues?

Identify the future major activity centers within the region that should be served by
transportation facilities?

Are there alternative modes that can be developed or expanded to serve these
planned activity centers?

Are there business/development issues that might be an obstacle to the development
of transportation facilities? How should these issues be addressed in our regional
planning effort?

Are there additional issues you believe that the Regional Framework Study should
address specifically as it relates to the business/development interests?

How would you like to be involved as the process unfolds? And who else should be
involved representing business/development interests?

Focus Group — Multimodal/Commercial Transportation Interests

1.

From your perspective, what are the regional multimodal and commercial
transportation issues that the Regional Framework Study must address? Let’s go
around the table and have each of you provide your thoughts.

What transportation modes can share alignments and where should they do so within
the region? What modes should operate in separate corridors, and where within the
region?

When you look to the future (2050 and beyond) what are the multimodal
transportation and commercial transportation trends occurring and how should
regional transportation planning address these issues?

Are there transit options that can be developed or expanded within the region to serve
future employment centers?

Are there multimodal/commercial transportation issues that might be an obstacle to
the development of transportation facilities? How should these issues be addressed in
our regional planning effort?

Are there additional issues you believe that the Regional Framework Study should
address specifically as it relates to multimodal/commercial transportation interests?
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How would you like to be involved as the process unfolds? And who else should be
involved representing multimodal/commercial transportation interests?

GROUNDRULES

Enter into the discussion enthusiastically.

Listen alertly and speak your mind freely.

Keep confidences and assume other will.

Confine your discussion to the topic.

Indulge in friendly disagreement.

Provide constructive feedback and receive it appropriately.
Appreciate the other person’s point of view.

Don’t monopolize the discussion.

Take responsibility for the success of your session.

FACILITATOR ROLE

Explain groundrules at the beginning of the discussion.

Provide a relaxed atmosphere, encouraging humor and good fellowship.
Allow for open discussion while maintaining a focus.

Encourage involvement of all participants and prevent dominance by a few.
Provide encouragement and probe for understanding.

Monitor the environment to ensure the physical comfort of participants.
Avoid leading participants to a pre-determined outcome.

Assist the participants in summarizing their discussion.

Bring closure on topics discussed.

Serve as the facilitator -- not a participant -- of the discussion.
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TECHNICAL PARTICIPANTS' ROLE

Welcome participants and thank them for participating.

Provide a brief overview of the Regional Framework process using a PowerPoint
presentation and maps.

Answer any technical questions briefly and ask clarifying questions.
Support the facilitator in achieving the Focus Group objectives.

Serve as technical support - not a participant.
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Community Workshops Template

Community workshops will be held during the Regional Framework Study to solicit broad
community input on various issues related to the Regional Transportation Planning
Framework. Three rounds of community workshops will be conducted at three different
locations throughout each region (except the Central Region only two different locations are
required) to solicit input to support the development of the regional framework. These
workshops need to be well attended, inclusive, and interactive. Participants must clearly
understand that their input is important to the project’s success and will be used.

*  First Round of Community Workshops: Existing Regional Conditions and
Identification of Issues
* Second Round of Community Workshops: Draft Multimodal Network

Alternatives

¢ Third Round of Community Workshops: Draft Regional Planning

Framework

Everyone will be invited to participate in the community workshops.

Purpose: To inform the public and interested parties about the Regional Framework
Study process and activities; to present interim products and receive input;
and to encourage participants to provide additional ideas and
recommendations.

Size:

Participants:

Time:

Logistics:

Equipment:

Refreshments:

100 - 150 (estimated typical attendance)

Good cross section of the area; residents, stakeholders,
agencies, elected officials, and interested participants will be
invited.

Two-hour workshops; typically held in the evening (e.g., 6:00
to 8:00 p.m.). However, the times may vary from region to
region.

Centrally-located facilities that can accommodate 100 to 150
people seated classroom style. The location should be easily
accessible, ADA-accessible, and have good parking, good
acoustics, ample areas for reviewing displays, and space for
interactive activities.

Room set-up should be classroom style for 100 to 150 people;
tables for reviewing maps; tables for refreshments; sign-in
tables; tables for interactive activities.

The location should be secured at least 45 days in advance.

Screen. computer and PowerPoint projector, flip charts,
markers, easels, and display boards.

Light refreshments (water, coffee, cookies) provided by the
PIC.
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Workshop Format:

Publicity:

Meeting Materials:

Translation Services:

Meeting Record:

Staffing:

Roles:

CMT will produce a standard agenda and list of displays for all

Regional Framework Studies. However, there might be specific
regional displays as well. Changes to the agenda and displays

should be completed and approved ten days in advance of the
community workshop by the MC and ADOT liaisons.

Invitations are sent to the members of the project database at
least three weeks before the community workshop. Follow-up
email reminders can be sent to the email database. Partner
with organizations such as Chambers of Commerce within the
region to publicize the workshop. Working closely with the
PIMC, implement a media publicity campaign.

Signage directing participants to the location if necessary
should be provided. Graphics to be posted on walls illustrating
current work products; these are intended as reference
materials. A large regional map for participants to use to
identify issues and concerns should be developed. An event
evaluation form will be developed with a place for participants
to write comments.

Depending on the region, oral and written translation should
be considered.

A summary report of each of the community workshops will
include participants, a summary of comments on the technical
work, and a summary of comments submitted on the public
participation process. An executive summary will be produced
to identify common themes and divergent viewpoints across
the three workshop locations.

It is important not to overstaff the community workshops but
there must be enough technical consulting and public
involvement staff to interact with participants.

Regional Policy Committee Member - Asked to do a welcome
at the Community Workshop. If they choose not to do it then
that is ok; no replacements for that member.

RFC - Responsible for conducting the presentation and
answering questions, providing the technical information for
the production of graphics and meeting materials, providing
technical support during the workshop and interacting with
attendees, and assisting the PIC with the meeting summary
report.

PIC - Responsible for all workshop logistics, invitations, media
relations, workshop publicity, creating the PowerPoint
presentation and graphics/materials in close coordination with
technical consultants, signage, and producing the summary
report for technical staff review and then review by the CMT.
Provide PIMC the meeting location, meeting dates, and places
for advertising placement to the PIMC.
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Run-Through:

PIMC - Responsible for designing, placing, and paying for the
advertising.

A pre-workshop meeting to run-through and review all
materials will be conducted with the PI Consortium members
and technical staff. At least one member of the CMT (typically
the ADOT or MC liaison) will attend the run-through meeting to
ensure a common understanding of the anticipated outcome
and expectations for the summary report.
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Community Workshop Agenda Template
Date/Time
Location

Agenda

Welcome and Meeting Purpose
Overview of Framework Study Process
Existing Regional Conditions and Issues
Discussion of Issues and Opportunities
Next Steps

Adjourn

Graphics
Process Overview/Schedule

2005 Population Density

2050 Population Density

Level of Congestion Statewide 2005 and 2050

Natural Infrastructure Map - Regional Level

Future Built Environment — Regional Level (master planned
communities, activity centers, etc.

Regional Base Map with Transportation Infrastructure (Current)
Regional Public Land Ownership

Regional Issues Map

Regional Issues Card Display (optional)
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Central Arizona Framework Study
Community Workshop Summary Report

Florence, AZ March 26, 2008
Globe, AZ March 27, 2008
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Executive Summary

Community workshops were held at the locations below and had a varying amount of
attendees:

Date Location Description Attendees
3/26/08 | Florence, Anthem Parkside | Community Workshop 17
Community Center
3/27/08 | Globe, American Legion Community Workshop 43
Hall

The Central Arizona Framework Study Project Team held a community workshop in
Florence and Globe within the study area. Attendance generally was considered
good at the Florence location, the team was pleasantly surprised by the larger than
expected turnout in Globe.

Generally the most discussed topics included: economic development; population
growth, whether desired or not; transportation funding; the incorporation of ongoing
planning and transportation studies; availability of transit; tribal community
coordination; and the surrounding natural resources.

Common themes that came up across the geographic areas included:

» Impacts of growth on transportation - growth is driving need not local
community.

« Both community workshops mentioned the desire to have transit, local and
regional — bus, HOV, Rail (Heavy & Light).

« Transportation often an after thought - Arizona is playing catch-up. There
were general feelings that there was not enough roadway infrastructure to
accommodate growth.

« New corridors and existing studies were front of mind for most attendees.

« Protection of natural resources (wildlife, water, nature, etc.)

e Air transportation service is important.

e Tribal coordination - Pinal County important to include Gila River Indian
Community and Tohono O‘odham Nation. Gila County - Apache San Carlos
Tribe wants to be included in Eastern and Central Study.

Differences the existed across geographic areas:

« Florence groups (Pinal County) seemed to have accepted growth as reality;
Globe (Gila County) attitude towards growth was mixed.

» Florence groups were generally accepting of new routes, seeing that they
were coming; Globe had mixed reactions to any new routes.

« There was mixed opinions about bypassing existing communities around
Globe/Miami - some individuals felt it would hurt local economy, while others
wanted to divert the through traffic.
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Globe area - not enough land to develop - state needs to think of land
exchanges for economic development purposes. Florence area - has plenty
of developable lands.

Globe area has important history it wants to hold on to.
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Florence Community Workshop
Meeting Summary Notes

Date Produced: April 1, 2008

Meeting: Central Arizona Framework Study, Round One Community
Workshop - Florence, Arizona

Date: March 26, 2008

Location: Anthem Parkside Community Center

3200 North Anthem Way

Florence, Arizona 85232

6:00 p.m. - 8:00 p.m. (presentation at 6:15 p.m.)
Purpose: The purpose of the meeting is to conduct Round One

Community Workshop

The following meeting notes are intended to be a summary of the discussions at the
meeting. Any changes or corrections to the meeting summary notes must be
received by the author within ten days. After that date, they will be final.

The community workshop began at 6:00 p.m. with an open house style format;
attendees trickled in between 6:00 - 6:15 p.m. The attendees were asked to take
their seats at 6:15 p.m. by Dianne Kresich, who then began a presentation.

Introductions

Dianne Kresich welcomed attendees to the meeting, and introduced the study team.

Project Overview

Dianne provided a brief overview of the Framework Process. Key elements of her
presentation included:

» The Central Arizona Framework is one of a series of Regional Framework
Studies being conducted statewide. The Regional Framework Studies are
Multimodal and include both the local and state highway system. Economic
and environmental implications of the transportation system plans and
concepts will be considered. Multimodal needs will be considered for horizon
years of 2030 and 2050.

e Arizona’s population is projected to continue to grow over the next several
decades. Arizona’s population in 2050 could exceed 14 million people. The
Phoenix and Tucson metropolitan areas are forecast to expand into a
megalopolis, referred to as the “Sun Corridor”.

« Regional Framework Study Guiding Principles include: (1) Multimodal
balance, smart growth/sustainable land use, (2) Tribal Community
involvement, (3) economic development / business development (4)
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environmental / conservation community involvement, (5) statewide
collaboration.

« Regional Framework Study objectives include: (1) enhance connectivity
among regions (2) conduct extensive outreach to stakeholders and partners
(3) conduct a consistent process (4) identify needs and potential
improvements: state highways, regional facilities, high capacity transit and
improved local service, major local streets.

e The study area for the Central Framework Study includes most of Pinal
County, and southern Gila County. The Maricopa and Casa Grande areas of
Pinal County are included in the MAG Hidden Valley Regional Framework
Study. All areas of the state are included into one of the Regional Framework
Studies.

« Pinal County was recently identified as the 3" fastest growing county in the
United States from 2006 to 2007. In contrast, population in growth in Gila
County is relatively flat. Only 2% of land in Gila County is available for
private development.

e Tribal Communities is a key study objective.

e Stakeholder interviews were recently completed with agencies and
jurisdictions throughout the study area. Commonly discussed issues include
growth, Multimodal connectivity (passenger rail), and basic infrastructure
needs such as sidewalks. A presentation board high lights issues identified
during each stakeholder interview.

e Each Regional Framework Study will identify projects identified to meet 2030
and 2050 needs. The individual Regional Framework studies will
subsequently be compiled into a Statewide Framework Plan.

« The Regional Framework Studies look beyond the traditional transportation
planning horizon of 20 to 25 years, but are looking at needs for a 40 to 50
year planning horizon. The Regional Framework Studies will address regional
connectivity, system continuity, provision for corridor preservation in advance
of development, and allow for staged implementation.

« The next steps of the Regional Framework Study process are to summarize
input received during public involvement activities, formulate and evaluate
alternative multimodal networks, conduct a second round of public
involvement activities, and develop a final report.

Questions and Answer Session

The following questions were asked by Workshop participants:

1. Is rail being considered? Have other jurisdictions suggested rail corridors?
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Dianne Kresich stated that other jurisdictions have frequently mentioned a
desire for commuter and passenger rail service.

What is ADOT's approach to rail planning? Is there an ADOT Rail Planning
Division?

There is a Public Transportation Division within ADOT. ADOT is currently
conducting a passenger rail study between Phoenix and Tucson. ADOT is
currently conducting a statewide freight study.

When the proposed North-South freeway is constructed, it will undoubtedly
become congested. Rail service is needed to the Apache Junction area, and
also to the west valley area of Phoenix. An inter-city rail service system
should be developed to provide service within the Phoenix metropolitan area.

Many have suggested developing the North-South Freeway as a Multimodal
corridor (including passenger rail). The current Union Pacific tracks could
remain as a freight corridor, and new rail infrastructure would be constructed
for passenger rail facilities.

This study and the Hidden Valley appear to have more constraints with
jurisdictions than other studies. Is there a point person with ADOT that is
funneling the issues so that issues are addressed similarly, including Tribal
coordination?

There is significant coordination between studies. ADOT Communication and
Community Partnerships Division has assigned staff for Tribal Coordination.
The study teams meet on a weekly basis.

Dianne Kresich introduced an interactive activity. Rob Antoniak and Dave Perkins
then facilitated the very interactive group discussion. The purpose of the interactive
activity is to solicit input and perspectives with respect to the following questions:

What is your vision for growth and economic development over the next 20
years?

What improvements are needed to existing roads and transportation services?
Are new roads and transportation services needed?

Are there concerns you would like to express?
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Prior to beginning the interactive activity, Dianne allowed each attendee to state
their name and interest in the study. Attendees represented the following interests:

Union Pacific Railroad
Merrill Trust

Citizen

City of Apache Junction
Pinal County

Jackie Johnson

Florence Indian Village
City of Maricopa

Rose Law Group

City of Casa Grande
Sells, Tohono O’'odham Nation
Tohono O’odham Nation

Interactive Activity

Question No. 1: In 2030/2050, what is your vision for growth in the region?
Responses included the following:

1. When development occurs, development needs to provide job opportunities
close to home.

2. Manage growth. Protect land so that employment centers can be developed
on it.

3. Arizona is a very pro-development state. Transportation needs are always an
afterthought. The transportation planning process is reactive. Transportation
planning needs to be at the forefront of a viable community. This may
require State Trust Land reform and state legislation.

4. Make sure that we have the water in place to support growth and
development.

5. There is no single vision for growth and economic development. Recognize
that there is a multiplicity of perspectives and values.

6. Avoid creating sporadic development and leapfrog bedroom communities. We
need to control what can be developed. For example, when the Loop 202 was
designed, growth in the Queen Creek area was unforeseen. Now, the Loop
202 is 10 miles from the Queen Creek area. The planning of the Loop 202
lacked vision. We need better planning with the jurisdictions.

7. Identify the village cores and type of development that is desired. Proper
land use planning will result in better transportation improvements.
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8. New airports are needed. Sky Harbor and Tucson International Airport will
not be able to accommodate future demand. A new airport is needed in the
Eloy/Casa Grande area to serve as a reliever to Sky Harbor International.
This could ultimately grow to become the primary airport for this region.

9. If gas prices keep climbing and don’t recede, more reliance will be made on
public transportation.

10. Higher housing densities are needed. Higher densities are more compatible
with mass transit / passenger rail service.

11.Encourage employers to allow more telecommuting. Encourage employers in
the region to do more telecommuting from home.

12. A Statewide Transportation Tax is needed to fund transportation
improvements.

Question No. 2: What challenges will we face in the future?

13. Coordinating amongst the various entities and jurisdictions, coming to
agreement, for the most cost effective plan.

14. Public private partnerships will be important to making it happen. Special
improvement districts should be considered.

15.NIMBY (“not in my backyard”) faction.
16. Funding.

17.Need statutory tools that allow for broader incentives to encourage desirable
phasing of development.

18. Need to communicate to residents of Arizona the importance of transportation
as a key issue. People need to recognize that this is a long-term issue that
needs to be addressed.

19.Trust needs to be developed between the citizens and ADOT.

Next Steps

A second round of community workshops and focus groups will be held in August.

Additional information about this study can be obtained at BQAZ.gov.
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Adjourn

The meeting adjourned at 7:45 p.m.

Meeting summary notes produced by:

Brent Crowther

Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.
Telephone: 520-615-9191
FAX: 520-615-9292

2210 E. Fort Lowell Road
Tucson, Arizona 85719

Edited by:

Rob Antoniak

HDR/S.R. Beard and Associates
Telephone: 602-385-1614
FAX: 602-385-1620

101 North 1% Ave, Suite 1950
Phoenix, AZ 85003
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Globe Community Workshop
Meeting Summary Notes

Date Produced: April 1, 2008

Meeting: Central Arizona Framework Study, Round One Community
Workshop - Globe, Arizona

Date: March 27, 2008

Location: American Legion Post No. 4 Hall

645 South Broad Street

Globe, AZ 85501

6:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m. (presentation at 6:15 p.m.)
Purpose: The purpose of the meeting is to conduct Round One

Community Workshop

The following meeting notes are intended to be a summary of the discussions at the
meeting. Any changes or corrections to the meeting summary notes must be
received by the author within ten days. After that date, they will be final.

The community workshop began at 6:00 p.m. with an open house style format;
attendees trickled in between 6:00 - 6:15 p.m. The attendees were asked to take
their seats at 6:15 p.m. by Dianne Kresich, who then began a presentation.

Introductions

Mayor Gibson welcomed attendees to the meeting and discussed the importance of
long-range transportation planning.

Project Overview

Dianne provided a brief overview of the Framework Process. Key elements of her
presentation included:

» The Central Arizona Framework is one of a series of Regional Framework
Studies being conducted statewide. The Regional Framework Studies are
Multimodal and include both the local and state highway system. Economic
and environmental implications of the transportation system plans and
concepts will be considered. Multimodal needs will be considered for horizon
years of 2030 and 2050.

e Arizona’s population is projected to continue to grow over the next several
decades. Arizona’s population in 2050 could exceed 14 million people. The
Phoenix and Tucson metropolitan areas are forecast to expand into a
megalopolis, referred to as the “Sun Corridor”.

« Regional Framework Study Guiding Principles include: (1) Multimodal
balance, smart growth/sustainable land use, (2) Tribal Community
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involvement, (3) economic development / business development (4)
environmental / conservation community involvement, (5) statewide
collaboration.

« Regional Framework Study objectives include: (1) enhance connectivity
among regions (2) conduct extensive outreach to stakeholders and partners
(3) conduct a consistent process (4) identify needs and potential
improvements: state highways, regional facilities, high capacity transit and
improved local service, major local streets.

e The study area for the Central Framework Study includes most of Pinal
County, and southern Gila County. The Maricopa and Casa Grande areas of
Pinal County are included in the MAG Hidden Valley Regional Framework
Study. All areas of the state are included into one of the Regional Framework
Studies.

« Pinal County was recently identified as the 3" fastest growing county in the
United States from 2006 to 2007. In contrast, population in growth in Gila
County is relatively flat. Only 2% of land in Gila County is available for
private development.

e Tribal Communities is a key study objective.

e Stakeholder interviews were recently completed with agencies and
jurisdictions throughout the study area. Commonly discussed issues include
growth, Multimodal connectivity (passenger rail), and basic infrastructure
needs such as sidewalks. A presentation board high lights issues identified
during each stakeholder interview.

e Each Regional Framework Study will identify projects identified to meet 2030
and 2050 needs. The individual Regional Framework studies will
subsequently be compiled into a Statewide Framework Plan.

« The Regional Framework Studies look beyond the traditional transportation
planning horizon of 20 to 25 years, but are looking at needs for a 40 to 50
year planning horizon. The Regional Framework Studies will address regional
connectivity, system continuity, provision for corridor preservation in advance
of development, and allow for staged implementation.

« The next steps of the Regional Framework Study process are to summarize
input received during public involvement activities, formulate and evaluate
alternative multimodal networks, conduct a second round of public
involvement activities, and develop a final report.

Questions and Answer Session

The following questions were asked by Workshop participants:
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Can you give us an idea of what the revenue sources currently are for funding
highways and roads?

Funding varies in different parts of the state. In the Phoenix metro area there
is a sales tax that raises funds for transportation funding. There is also money
from the gasoline tax and the vehicle license tax.

Would toll roads be considered?
Toll roads are a possibility.

ADOT has done a good job of improving roads around the area, but not in the
Globe/Miami area.

How does the BQAZ plan relate to the Superstitions Vistas plan?

We are coordinating with the Superstitions Vista transportation plan. The
Superstitions Vista transportation plan is for a much smaller area. It will
provide significantly more detailed specific about the transportation system
within the Superstitions Vista area.

ADOT should be looking at the entire state, identify where future roads will be
needed, and purchase the land now - whether they ultimately use it. Plan now
for the land. Land is all developed around the Phoenix area, and the cost to
purchase new land for the future freeways (loop roads) is high.

Dianne Kresich stated that it is advantageous to acquire the land before the
land is developed. ADOT does not have zoning authority. ADOT needs to work
closely with the local cities and counties.

Can you explain in more detail the statistic about land ownership in Gila
County?

The 2% statistic indicates that only 2% of land in all of Gila County (including
land outside of our study area) is privately owned.

Are you working with the San Carlos tribes? The San Carlos Transportation
Committee would like to be an active participant in the Central Arizona
Regional Framework Study. The San Carlos tribe is ready and willing to
coordinate with ADOT on transportation improvement issues.

Dianne Kresich stated that she will be happy to pass along any information and
guestions to the other Regional Framework Study teams.

What would happen if you had to evacuate the Globe area? We need to look at
how we would need to evacuate in event of a disaster.

We really need to look at public transit. Transportation alternatives will be
needed.
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10.This morning on the local news, it was stated that one of the reasons why

11.

ADOT eliminated the southern corridor alternative for the I-10 bypass study
was so that they would not have to enter into long-term negotiations with the
Apache Tribe. The majority of residents of the San Carlos Apache Tribe are
supportive of a highway passing through the San Carlos Tribal community.
They do not want the highway to extend to the south and avoid the San Carlos
Apache Tribal Community, Globe, and Superior.

The Governor in her state of the state address discussed the issue of working
with the tribes. The San Carlos Apache Tribe is supportive of roadways that fall
on existing highways and roadways rather than through pristine natural areas.

Interactive Workshop

Dianne Kresich introduced an interactive activity. Rob Antoniak and Dave Perkins
then facilitated the very interactive group discussion. Given the number of
attendees, the team could have broken in to two groups. Following the Q&A it was
felt that every participant wanted to hear the same information, hence for fear of
leaving some out of discussions the decision was made to maintain one large group
during the interactive activity.

The purpose of the interactive activity is to solicit input and perspectives with respect
to the following questions:

What is your vision for growth and economic development over the next 20
years?

What improvements are needed to existing roads and transportation services?
Are new roads and transportation services needed?

Are there concerns you would like to express?

Question No. 1: In 2030/2050, what is your vision for growth in the region?

1.

There needs to be more land available to accommodate growth. There needs
to be transfer of federal lands to private use in Gila County. This transfer could
also provide funding for new transportation facilities.

Will the Regional Framework Study supersede any other studies that have been
conducted, such as extending the 4-lanes of US 60 to Globe.

This study will provide a long-term framework. The projects that are currently
funded now will move forward. The Regional Framework Study will not change
any of the near-term funded projects that are included in the 5-year
construction program.

Growth should be distributed throughout the state. However, there are not
roads in Gila County to facilitate growth and development. Land should be
transferred to distribute the future population and economic growth throughout
the state. Stop deciding that the only growth pattern is by exchanging land in
both Pinal and Maricopa Counties.
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4. We already know that US 60 and US 70 needs more lanes right now. Acquire
the right-of-way right now instead of in the future.

5. Are the interstates administered by the state, or by the Federal government?
ADOT is responsible for the state highway system.

6. Is it the state’s responsibility for funding of the roads as well? Is federal
funding constrained to specific projects? Are federal funds available to buy
additional land? Is this the state’s responsibility or can they receive federal
funds.

Funding for state highways comes from several sources, including federal
funds. Different funds are identified and allocated for different purposes.
ADOT must make decisions regarding the state highway system, and then may
seek federal funds to help.

7. In 2018, what will we do when we reach Globe with the US 60? In 2018, do we
view the Globe area as a spin-off to another area?

8. We do not want Globe/Miami to be a ghost-town. If the transportation network
is diverted away from Globe, it will greatly affect Globe. We need to find other
jobs that can be provided for people. We need to find other land areas that
can be developed. We need transportation connectivity and economic
development. Don’t bypass Globe so that we still have a future. Globe has
contributed significantly to the history of Arizona and the southwest.

9. We don’t know how technology will change in the future. Water issues,
subsidence, etc. It is relatively easy to develop roads in farm areas, but we
don’t know what the next 20 years will bring. Just because it is easy now,
doesn’t mean that it is the best way to go.

10.By 2050, we need to have more alternatives for mass transportation. The
notion that we should connect Arizona cities with roads needs to be balanced
by mass transit. Mass transit is inevitable. This needs to be a major part of
the transportation plan. Rural areas make sense for bus. For areas like Globe,
in the very long term, it may make more sense to connect with rail.

11.Toll roads should be considered. For example, in Denver, a private contractor
constructed E-470. As soon as the contractor built the road and made a profit,
the road was turned back to the state. Public private partnerships must be
considered.

Question No. 2: What connectivity do we need 30 or 40 years from now?
1. Improvement of Gonzales Pass is important. Spend the time trying to figure
out how to slow people down and enjoy Globe. The Canyon between Globe and

Superior is beautiful. Don’t do anything to that canyon.
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10.

11.

12.

Our transportation system in the Globe area is in good shape. As soon as a
bypass is constructed, the economic vitality of Globe will be destroyed.

. The vision of Globe is not to construct bypasses around Globe.

Traffic volumes will continue to increase in Globe. It is very difficult to make a
left turn onto US 60. Itis in the best interest of Globe to build a transportation
route that is close to Globe, perhaps 5 miles north or south of Globe that will
bring more people to Globe but not bypass Globe.

We need to address the needs to both those who pass through town and those
coming to town.

Any new bypass needs to be readily accessible to Globe.

. There are correlations between mining and manufacturing. We don’t know how

long the window of high copper prices will stay open. Copper mines are here
because the mines are here. In contrast, small manufacturers can locate
anywhere they want to. However, we need to provide good transportation
facilities to access the area. We need to maintain the canyon so that people
can safely arrive in Globe and make it enjoyable. If we are going to attract
manufacturers, we need to improve the transportation infrastructure.

Can ADOT streamline some of the planning processes? Do plans need to go to
4 or 5 steps? Streamline in terms of policies, and facilitate agencies and
governments working together. Work with the tribal governments. The San
Carlos Tribe can assist in setting priorities.

We see Globe in 10 to 20 years being much the way it is now, but with more
economic development. 50 years from now the roads will be improved, but we
need to maintain the roots that we have today. Hold to the history.

One of the plans for US 60/US 70 Corridor was to improve it to meet with I-10
in New Mexico.

Dianne Kresich stated that this was studied a number of years ago. Right now,
it is not a funded or planned ADOT project, but could be included in both the
Central and the Eastern Framework Study.

Several years ago, the Town of Miami was opposed to any bypass. Then it was
discussed that a bypass would be constructed and roads would be constructed

to improve access to down town. There are a lot of different studies that have
occurred, and it is very difficult to sort out fact from fiction.

We need new airport facilities in the area. We have the roads, the rail is

discussed, but we need to consider airport needs. There is a very nice airport
on the San Carlos, but it needs more facilities.
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13.In 1998 the Town of Miami, City of Globe, and Gila County participated in a
study that projected traffic through Globe and Miami. We need to take a look
at this study and incorporate the findings of the study.

14. We study, and study, and study. We need to listen to communities. We don’t
want to create what you are creating in Maricopa County. However, Globe
does not want to be bypassed. We want to be an economically viable.

Question 3: What challenges will we face in the future?

1. The companies that invest in the community are the medium sized companies.
Globe - Miami wants to prosper in the future. We need to better preserve the
infrastructure that we have to attract medium sized companies to locate here.
We need to diversify outside of mining and tourism.

2. Globe has significant ties and serves as a hub for communities to the east. The
Regional Framework study boundary has been drawn, but it does not reflect
the end of Globe’s influence.

3. Please consider the thoughts and comments of the Tribe. The San Carlos tribe
plays a significant role in economic and community development. Please pass

on the message that the San Carlos tribe would like to contribute to the
process.

Next Steps
A second round of community workshops and focus groups will be held in August.
Attendees requested that the sign-in sheet be shared with the US 60 Study Team.

Additional information about this study can be obtained at BQAZ.gov.
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Adjourn

The meeting adjourned at approx 8:00 p.m.

Meeting summary notes produced by:

Brent Crowther

Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.
Telephone: 520-615-9191
FAX: 520-615-9292

2210 E. Fort Lowell Road
Tucson, Arizona 85719

Edited by:

Rob Antoniak

HDR/S.R. Beard and Associates
Telephone: 602-385-1614
FAX: 602-385-1620

101 North 1% Ave, Suite 1950
Phoenix, AZ 85003
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COMMUNITY WORKSHOP ATTENDEES

FLORENCE - Central Arizona Community Workshop

Organization First Last Title Address City State | Zip
Apache
City of Apache Junction David Fern 575 E Baseline Rd Junction AZ 85219
Apache
City of Apache Junction G Pham 575 E Baseline Rd Junction AZ 85219
Florence Indian Village Andy Lopez 15337 WTD Village Rd | Florence AZ 85232
City of Casa Grande Paul Tober
600 N Main St
Town of Florence Mark Thompson PO Box 2670 Florence AZ 85232
Delmarie
Sells District M Pancho PO Box 910 Sells AZ 85634
CAAG Bill Leister 912 E Ash Globe AZ 85501
Wes Stolsek 4200 E Hawser Tucson AZ 85739
PPEP Jackie Johnson 901 E 46th St Tucson AZ 85173
Apache
City of Apache Junction Sam Jarjice 300 E Superstition Bl Junction AZ 85219
Luis A Heredic 1301 E Harrison St Phoenix AZ 85034
Merrill Trust 6263 N Scottsdale Rd
Communities & Resorts | Lindsay Sapanaro #205 Scottsdale | AZ 85250
2150-1 S Country
Joel Saurey Club Dr #22 Mesa AZ 85210
Greg Stanley PO Box 272 Florence AZ 85232
201 N Stone Ave, 5th
Pima County DOT Jonathan Crowe Fl Tucson AZ 85701
6613 N Scottsdale Rd
Rose Law Group Maryanne | Kumiega #200 Scottsdale | AZ 85250
Tohono O'odham
Nation, Sells District Barbara Havier PO Box 910 Sells AZ 85634
AZ
GLOBE - Central Arizona Community Workshop
Organization First Last Title Address City State | Zip
9112 S Ice
Mark Shellenberger House Globe AZ 85501
SCAT Apache Gold
Casino William Belvado Box 1270 San Carlos | AZ 85550
6613 N
Rose Law Group Benjamin | Maresca Scottsdale Rd Scottsdale | AZ 85250
116 Escudilla
Terry Alderman Dr Globe AZ 85501
Steve Sanders 1400 E Ash St | Globe AZ 85501
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Udell Brown PO Box 451 San Carlos | AZ 85550
Bernadine | Brown PO Box 451 San Carlos | AZ 85550
Jackson Henry, Sr PO Box 305 San Carlos | AZ 85550
Jose PO Box 297,
Town of Miami Angel Medina, Sr 500 Sullivan St | Miami AZ 85539
ADOT Jerry D Barnes Globe AZ 85501
Harold W | Leckley Chandler AZ
William Kent 1517 Birch St Globe AZ 85501
8082 E Marlin
Jim Attebery Dr Globe AZ 85501
1228
Jim McCawley Crestwood Dr Globe AZ 85501
KQSC Bill Taylor Box 262 Globe AZ 85501
Copper Country News Lee Ann Powers 1776 E Ash St | Globe AZ 85501
Morristown Institute for
Public Policy ASU Yuri Artibise Phoenix AZ
City of Globe Manoj Vyas 150 N Pine St Globe AZ 85501
Gila County Shirley Dawson Supervisor | 1400 E Ash St | Globe AZ 85501
Joe Sanchez 1400 E Ash St | Globe AZ 85501
5329 Yuma
Jeremy Burk Trail Globe AZ 85501
1360 N Broad
Chris Martin St Globe AZ 85501
1001 E
Stanley Gloson Sycamore St Globe AZ 85501
617 Andrea
Fernando | Shipley Circle Miami AZ 85539
Bill Hanna 350 Euclid Ave | Globe AZ 85501
1624
Danny Michels Radanovich Bl Globe AZ 85501
Peter Else 9858 S Calito Winkleman | AZ 85292
Velma Hodson 154 N Pine Dr Roosevelt | AZ 85545
Myles Hodson 154 N Pine Dr Roosevelt | AZ 85545
1081 E
Jim Rasmussen Montecito Dr Globe AZ 85501
1081 E
Marilynn Rasmussen Montecito Dr Globe AZ 85501
Richard L | Powers PO Box 2743 Globe AZ 85501
5737 S Miami
Joanne Zache Gardens Miami AZ 85539
Bill Leister 845 E Cedar St | Globe AZ 85501
Freeport McMoran Morris Ashkie PO Box 4444 Claypool AZ 85532
Kip Culver PO Box 775 Globe AZ 85501
9112 S Ice
Roberta Shellenberger House Globe AZ 85501
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710 1/2

Tony Sanchez Sullivan St Miami AZ 85539
710 1/2
Esther Sanchez Sullivan St Miami AZ 85539
Sarah
Simply Sarah Anna Bernstein PO Box 2783 Globe AZ 85502
United Jewelry / Bird
Seismic Services Inc Kenneth Bernstein PO Box 162 Globe AZ 85502
M F Ranch Box
Tom Hale 162 Miami AZ 85539
Michael A | Pastor 647 S Third St | Globe AZ 85501

45




Event Evaluations

Event Evaluation - Florence Community
Workshop

Regional Framework Study: Central Date/Location: March, 26, 2008;
Florence, AZ

Below is a summary of the 14 comment forms received by the project team for this
event.

- SUMMARY -
Please check the one that applies. 1 = Low; 4 = High
N/A 1 2 3 4 Comments

Topic 1 1 7 A little too broad;

Understandability of 1 2 11 Provide more structure,

Materials/Handouts guidance and direction;
didn’t get a chance to
read all of them

Understandability of 2 12

Presentation(s)

Group Size 1 2 4 7 Small enough good!;
greater participation
needed

Meeting Facilities 1 1 12 Too cold;

Length of Meeting 2 12 Not too long;

Facilitators 14 Good job!;

What did you like most about your participation in this Event?__ Being able to
actually draw alignments on the maps!; Group participation; Approach; Clear and to
the point, Brought up important transportation issues and challenges; Small enough
group to have discussions; Needed to become familiar w/ general issues and got a
great overview from facilitators; The assistance and willingness from presenters to
share; Informal setting; It got group up and involved; Q&A and the group work;
Open minded.

What did you dislike or what would you change?_ More insight on how exact
corridors are established; Could use a bit more information on transportation for the
disabled; Lack of specifics — table of projects; none; low attendance, low interest by
public, poor venue — Change location to Town of Florence and other towns — Use
more informal methods to involve community not formal transportation presentation
— meeting better if more citizens and public attend not professionals, government
and transportation staff; nothing; Reluctance of groups to mark on maps, but it
appeared that discussion was captured; Nothing really — Good job!
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Should this type of event continue to be used in the future to educate the public and
receive input from the community? Yes 10 No _1 Why? Information should be
shared and input reviewed as valid; It needs to be advertised better to get more
public involvement; Very instrumental; No, not effective Rather than hold meetings
and invite public, why not attend events and gatherings where public is at and solicit
input, schools, community meetings, sporting events, restaurants, shopping centers,
grocery stores, etc... Use TV, radio, newspapers and other print media to educate
and solicit input; Always get information this way that (illegible) not be even
considered w/o that input; The more you know, the better off you are.

Please provide us any other comments to assist in improving this process or project.
Advertise for more participants; Feel free to contact me for suggestions regarding
public involvement and other aspects of study (Jonathan Crowe, Principal Planner,
Pima County DOT 520.740.6383 jonathan.crowe@dotpima.gov; provide a list of
presenters and ADOT Staff to attendees.
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Event Evaluation - Globe Community Workshop

Regional Framework Study: Central Date/Location: March, 27, 2008;
Globe, AZ

Below is a summary of the 9 comment forms received by the project team for this
event.

- SUMMARY -
Please check the one that applies. 1 = Low; 4 = High
N/A 1 2 3 4 Comments
Topic 1 4
Understandability of 5 3
Materials/Handouts
Understandability of 5 3
Presentation(s)
Group Size 2 6 Large group
Meeting Facilities 1 2 3 2 Parking issues;
acoustics were poor
Length of Meeting 6 2
Facilitators 4 3 Very good!

What did you like most about your participation in this Event?___Good response from
attendees; the opportunity to share my point of view w/ ADOT and other members of
the community; the meeting was fine; connecting with people in this region, letting
us make comments and acting like you care about what we have to say; good
information; information

What did you dislike or what would you change?_ Acoustics of building could be
better; that’s a very broad based question; I would draw more horizontal lines for
study areas, then make circles around actual communities recognizing hubs; You
have too many studies; smaller groups;

Should this type of event continue to be used in the future to educate the public and
receive input from the community? Yes 6 No Why? There is the constant
need for communications; But, don’t draw out for ears and the redo; Keep the public
informed

Please provide us any other comments to assist in improving this process or project.
Publish best of public/private partners; I had two comments that I felt were not
understood, first we need land exchange in Gila County to support the growth that
will come. Second, land sales could be a great means of funding future projects while
meeting the need for land we have in Gila County; When looking at mass transit for
Southern Gila County, all should be considered to protect pristine lands and open the
area to the world; Think of rural Arizona not just the “growth” areas — the building of
roads affects growth; smaller groups, Thank you!
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Central Arizona Framework Study
Focus Group Summary Report

Florence, AZ March 26, 2008
Globe, AZ March 27, 2008
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Executive Summary

Focus groups were held on a variety of special interests, in the locations
below and had a varying amount of attendees:

Date Location Description Attendees

3/26/08 | Florence, Anthem Commercial & Multimodal 11
Parkside Community Transit
Center

3/26/08 | Florence, Anthem Business & Development 6
Parkside Community
Center

3/26/08 | Florence, Anthem Environmental 7
Parkside Community
Center

3/27/08 | Globe, American Legion Commercial & Multimodal 1
Hall Transit

3/27/08 | Globe, American Legion Business & Development -
Hall

3/27/08 | Globe, American Legion Environmental 2
Hall

The Central Arizona Framework Study Project Team held a series of six focus groups
in the Florence and Globe areas of the study area. Attendance generally was
considered good at the Florence location, but the geographic location of Globe did
not draw out the number of attendees anticipated.

Generally the most discussed topics included: population growth; transportation
funding; the incorporation of ongoing planning and transportation studies;
availability of transit; tribal community coordination; economic development and the
environmental conditions.

Common themes that came up across the geographic areas included:

» Impacts of growth on transportation - growth is driving need not local
community

« Desire to have transit, local and regional — as well as a desire to creatively
approach these challenges (ex: Globe establish dial-a-ride type service
utilizing other agencies vans during off-peak hours).

« New corridors and existing studies were front of mind for most

e Protection of wildlife corridors

Differences the existed across geographic areas:
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Transit needs in Gila were different than in Pinal County (Local/Regional Bus

vs. Mass-Transit, desire for rail) ex: Globe once relied on Greyhound in order
for transit dependents to reach Phoenix.

Attitude towards new routes was different in each area - in Florence new

routes seemed to generally be accepted, while in Globe attitudes towards new
routes were mixed.

NOTE: In Globe there were no attendees for the Business/Development Focus Group,
therefore no meeting summary is provided.
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Commercial and Multimodal Transportation
Focus Group Meeting Summary Notes

Date Produced: April 1, 2008

Meeting: Central Arizona Framework Study, Round One Focus Group
Meeting - Commercial and Multimodal

Date: March 26, 2008

Location: Anthem Parkside Community Center

3200 North Anthem Way
Florence, Arizona 85232

Purpose: The purpose of the meeting is to conduct Round One Focus
Group Meeting - Commercial and Multimodal

Participants: Mike Pacelli, Town of Queen Creek
Mark Young, Town of Queen Creek
Andy Smith, Pinal County
Doug Hansen, Pinal County
Craig Greggor, CAAG
Mark Thompson, Town of Florence
Scott Powell, Town of Florence
Paul Stable, Arizona City Fire
Richard Young
Brian Varney, Town of Marana
Paul Keesler, Town of Oro Valley
Dianne Kresich, ADOT
Ethan Rauch, DMJIM Harris
Dave Perkins, Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.
Brent Crowther, Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.
Rob Antoniak, HDR/S.R. Beard and Associates

The following meeting notes are intended to be a summary of the discussions at the
meeting. Any changes or corrections to the meeting summary notes must be
received by the author within ten days. After that date, they will be final.

The meeting was called to order at 9:00 a.m. by Dianne Kresich.

52




Introductions

Dianne Kresich welcomed attendees to the meeting, and led study team and
attendees in self-introductions.

Project Overview

Dianne provided a brief overview of the Framework Process. Key elements of her
presentation included:

The Central Arizona Framework is one of a series of Regional Framework
Studies being conducted statewide. The Regional Framework Studies are
Multimodal and include both the local and state highway system. Economic
and environmental implications of the transportation system plans and
concepts will be considered. Multimodal needs will be considered for horizon
years of 2030 and 2050.

Arizona’s population is projected to continue to grow over the next several
decades. Arizona’s population in 2050 could exceed 14 million people. The
Phoenix and Tucson metropolitan areas are forecast to expand into a
megalopolis, referred to as the “Sun Corridor”.

Regional Framework Study Guiding Principles include: (1) Multimodal
balance, smart growth/sustainable land use, (2) Tribal Community
involvement, (3) economic development / business development (4)
environmental / conservation community involvement, (5) statewide
collaboration.

Regional Framework Study objectives include: (1) enhance connectivity
among regions (2) conduct extensive outreach to stakeholders and partners
(3) conduct a consistent process (4) identify needs and potential
improvements: state highways, regional facilities, high capacity transit and
improved local service, major local streets.

The study area for the Central Framework Study includes most of Pinal
County, and southern Gila County. The Maricopa and Casa Grande areas of
Pinal County are included in the MAG Hidden Valley Regional Framework
Study. All areas of the state are included into one of the Regional Framework
Studies.

Pinal County was recently identified as the 3™ fastest growing county in the
United States from 2006 to 2007. In contrast, population in growth in Gila
County is relatively flat. Only 2% of land in Gila County is available for
private development.

Tribal Communities is a key study objective.

Stakeholder interviews were recently completed with agencies and
jurisdictions throughout the study area. Commonly discussed issues include
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growth, Multimodal connectivity (passenger rail), and basic infrastructure
needs such as sidewalks. A presentation board high lights issues identified
during each stakeholder interview.

e Each Regional Framework Study will identify projects identified to meet 2030
and 2050 needs. The individual Regional Framework studies will
subsequently be compiled into a Statewide Framework Plan.

» The Regional Framework Studies look beyond the traditional transportation
planning horizon of 20 to 25 years, but are looking at needs for a 40 to 50
year planning horizon. The Regional Framework Studies will address regional
connectivity, system continuity, provision for corridor preservation in advance
of development, and allow for staged implementation.

¢ The next steps of the Regional Framework Study process are to summarize
input received during public involvement activities, formulate and evaluate
alternative multimodal networks, conduct a second round of public
involvement activities, and develop a final report.

Questions and Answer Session

1. Will there be any ‘catch-up’ addressed in the project, or are we only focusing
on the future. Dianne Kresich stated that projects will be directed toward
needs.

2. Mark Young asked if priority areas will be identified to address specific
transportation concerns, or will it be a broad-based ‘peanut butter’ approach.
Dianne stated that the Critical Needs effort is running concurrently with the
Framework Study. The results of the Critical Needs study will be presented to
the Governor within the next several weeks. It is anticipated that the
Governor and the Legislature will respond to the Critical Needs report.
Funding is the major unknown, and also the most important factor.

3. Paul Keesler (Oro Valley) asked if impact fees are being considered at the
state level. Dianne Kresich stated that it has not been considered at the state
level. A consultant is currently under contract to ADOT to develop funding
alternatives and recommendations.

Interactive Discussion

Dave Perkins provided an introduction to the interactive activity, while Rob Antoniak
scribed brief notes to flip charts. The intent of the interactive activity is to focus on
‘non-single vehicle’ modes of travel: transit, bicycle, and commercial vehicles.

Question 1: What are the regional multimodal transportation issues that must be
considered?

1. Pinal County is preparing to commence a transit feasibility and
implementation plan. As they will not be able to complete their study by the
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10.

end of this year, will there be an opportunity to integrate this study into the
Regional Framework Study? The Pinal County study will be looking at
connections to other jurisdictions and areas. How will the projects and
recommendations of the Pinal County study be incorporated into the
Framework Study? It will be a comprehensive study that may include
identification of specific Park and Ride lots, etc. It will address commuter
needs, ADA dependent needs, bus rapid transit, and park and ride.

The Town of Queen Creek has previously tried transit. However, connectivity
between several regions is critical to the success of any transit system.

A desired outcome of the Framework Study will be identification of
connections between regions.

The Framework Study is not the end of the story. The state will be required
to provide an update to the Long Range Transportation Plan.

Quick fixes need to be addressed. We won’t be able to implement a $100
million transit system over night, but can implement small improvements.

We shouldn’t be so focused on the long range that we forget the short term
improvements. We don’t want to keep hearing that that the issues will be
addressed in another study.

In the past, ADOT has resisted developing bicycle and pedestrian facilities.
Will this framework study address the philosophical differences within ADOT
itself?

Perspectives within ADOT are changing.

The recently updated bicycle policy states that bicycles will be
accommodated.

Will policy changes be recommended in the Framework Study? For example,
will regional authorities be a recommendation? Will regional improvement
districts be recommended, etc.?

The study will provide context to help local jurisdictions understand the
connections that local systems should interface with.

A new policy should be to construct the policy at 3 lanes, and make room for
HOV lane improvements.

Question 2: What are the commercial transportation issues that must be addressed?

1.

Have we thought about putting freight on light rail? We frequently talk about
distributing freight to the same congested areas that trucks currently deliver
to. Light rail is not designed to transport heavy freight, but the system can
be designed to transport light freight to distribution centers located in the
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valley. Trucks are large users of the highway system, and it costs a lot of
money to maintain the roads, etc. Can a system be designed to transport
light freight that would generate revenue.

The transit system can be designed to connect to different malls. Freight is
where money can be made. Freight could subsidize commuter rail. The
entire Alameda Corridor is paid for by freight.

Question 3: What types of issues are there in accommodating commercial truck

traffic?

1.

Crossings of railroads and rivers need to be improved to accommodate
commercial trucks. More truck stops and parking are needed.

Truck parking is an issue at the national level.
ADOT is currently conducting a statewide freight study. They are identifying

where the gaps are in the system, and will develop general strategies and
recommendations.

Question 4: Are there Multimodal trends?

1.

Funding is shrinking. Everybody wants the transit service, but nobody wants
to pay for it.

Most Arizonans want the transit service for "Others” to use and get off the
road.

There is a critical need for railroad grade separated interchanges with
intersections.

Can there be a policy shift at the federal level to provide improved access to
railroad ROW for Multimodal corridors (busways, etc.)
Trends in moving freight:
a. Increasing size of trucks to maximize efficiency.
b. Trucking companies are beginning to coordinate with the railroad
companies. Trucks are limited to 80,000 Ibs because of railroad
limitations. Trucking is trying to shift more business to the railroads.

Question 5: Is a regional air freight facility needed in the County?

1.

2.

3.

A major freight hub was developed in Alliance Texas that included
warehouses, railroad access, etc. Air freight has been less successful there.

The Pinal County Comprehensive Plan identified Coolidge as a major airport in
the future.

There is a need for an intermodal facility taking advantage of the existing
railroad infrastructure - e.g. Picacho Peak.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

The epi-center of Phoenix and Tucson is the Eloy area. There are 20,000
trucks per day that pass through I-10/ I-8 interchange.

ADOT is conducting a statewide Aviation System Plan that will identify need
for new airport facilities.

The Pinal County Comprehensive Plan is leaning towards commuter rail co-
locating with major new freeway transportation corridors (e.g. the North-
South corridor).

I-10 does not have enough capacity to accommodate future travel
projections.

The Pinal Comprehensive Plan is leaning towards establishing the core of
economic growth along the I-10 corridor.

I-10 cannot be expanded because of railroad constraints and environmental
(rivers, washes, etc.).

I-10 could become the freight corridor, and the North-South corridor would be
the passenger corridor.

Consideration needs to be made for mining communities — there are
significant switchbacks with steep grades on 2-lane roads, all with heavy
truck traffic often hauling hazardous materials.

I-10 is limited in what we can do. There is a need for the east-west I-10 by-
pass route for freight that doesn‘t have to pass through Phoenix and Tucson.

Land use must be addressed.

Are there possibilities for privatization of transit facilities?

Question 6: Are there obstacles to transportation improvements?

1.

2.

There are limitations on what can be accomplished on the Gila River corridor.

There are no dispersal systems at the destinations. Are there opportunities
for private transit companies? The actual cost of transit service cannot be
recovered solely through fares. A comprehensive approach is required - land
use policy changes, etc.

We can't discount the possibility of privatizing transportation infrastructure
(transit, roadways, etc.).

4. The age of the railroad infrastructure system is an issue.
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5. Every community needs to have the transportation system. If you take
transit to a neighboring jurisdiction, it won’t do any good unless there is
something at the other end to substitute for personal vehicle.

Wrap-Up

Each attendee was asked to provide final comments.

1. There is a large trend of people using the back roads to get to Phoenix (SR-77
/ SR-79). Immediate relief is needed on Oracle Road.

2. There is a need for utility and technology corridors.

3. Economic development is needed.

4. New alternate routes are needed.

Next Steps

A second round of community workshops and focus groups will be held in August.

Additional information about this study can be obtained at BQAZ.gov.

Adjourn
The meeting adjourned at 11:00 a.m.

Meeting summary notes produced by:
Brent Crowther

Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.
Telephone: 520-615-9191

FAX: 520-615-9292

2210 E. Fort Lowell Road

Tucson, Arizona 85719

Edited by:

Rob Antoniak

HDR/S.R. Beard and Associates
Telephone: 602-385-1614
FAX: 602-385-1620

101 North 1% Ave, Suite 1950
Phoenix, AZ 85003
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Business and Development
Focus Group Meeting Summary Notes

Date Produced: April 1, 2008

Meeting: Central Arizona Framework Study, Round One Focus Group
Meeting - Business and Development

Date: March 26, 2008

Location: Anthem Parkside Community Center

3200 North Anthem Way
Florence, Arizona 85232

Purpose: The purpose of the meeting is to conduct Round One Focus
Group Meeting - Business and Development

Participants: Lisa Ribes, Wheats Chaff
Liba Wheat, Wheats Chaff
George Chasse, Chasse Real Estate
Pike Oliver, W Holdings
Jerry Witt, W Holdings
Alton Bruce, City of Coolidge
Capt. Joseph Aldrich, Arizona Army National Guard
Dianne Kresich, ADOT
Ethan Rauch, DMJM Harris
Dave Perkins, Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.
Brent Crowther, Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.
Rob Antoniak, HDR/S.R. Beard & Associates

The following meeting notes are intended to be a summary of the discussions at the
meeting. Any changes or corrections to the meeting summary notes must be
received by the author within ten days. After that date, they will be final.

The meeting was called to order at 12:30 p.m. by Dianne Kresich.

Introductions

Dianne Kresich welcomed attendees to the meeting, and led study team and
attendees in self-introductions.

Project Overview

Dianne provided a brief overview of the Framework Process. Key elements of her
presentation included:

» The Central Arizona Framework is one of a series of Regional Framework
Studies being conducted statewide. The Regional Framework Studies are
Multimodal and include both the local and state highway system. Economic
and environmental implications of the transportation system plans and
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concepts will be considered. Multimodal needs will be considered for horizon
years of 2030 and 2050.

Arizona’s population is projected to continue to grow over the next several
decades. Arizona’s population in 2050 could exceed 14 million people. The
Phoenix and Tucson metropolitan areas are forecast to expand into a
megalopolis, referred to as the “Sun Corridor”.

Regional Framework Study Guiding Principles include: (1) Multimodal
balance, smart growth/sustainable land use, (2) Tribal Community
involvement, (3) economic development / business development (4)
environmental / conservation community involvement, (5) statewide
collaboration.

Regional Framework Study objectives include: (1) enhance connectivity
among regions (2) conduct extensive outreach to stakeholders and partners
(3) conduct a consistent process (4) identify needs and potential
improvements: state highways, regional facilities, high capacity transit and
improved local service, major local streets.

The study area for the Central Framework Study includes most of Pinal
County, and southern Gila County. The Maricopa and Casa Grande areas of
Pinal County are included in the MAG Hidden Valley Regional Framework
Study. All areas of the state are included into one of the Regional Framework
Studies.

Pinal County was recently identified as the 3" fastest growing county in the
United States from 2006 to 2007. In contrast, population in growth in Gila
County is relatively flat. Only 2% of land in Gila County is available for
private development.

Tribal Communities is a key study objective.

Stakeholder interviews were recently completed with agencies and
jurisdictions throughout the study area. Commonly discussed issues include
growth, Multimodal connectivity (passenger rail), and basic infrastructure
needs such as sidewalks. A presentation board high lights issues identified
during each stakeholder interview.

Each Regional Framework Study will identify projects identified to meet 2030
and 2050 needs. The individual Regional Framework studies will
subsequently be compiled into a Statewide Framework Plan.

The Regional Framework Studies look beyond the traditional transportation
planning horizon of 20 to 25 years, but are looking at needs for a 40 to 50
year planning horizon. The Regional Framework Studies will address regional
connectivity, system continuity, provision for corridor preservation in advance
of development, and allow for staged implementation.
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The next steps of the Regional Framework Study process are to summarize
input received during public involvement activities, formulate and evaluate
alternative multimodal networks, conduct a second round of public
involvement activities, and develop a final report.

Questions and Answer Session

No questions were asked of the presenters — moved right in to interactive
discussion.

Interactive Discussion

Dave Perkins provided an introduction to the interactive activity, while Rob Antoniak
scribed brief notes to flip charts. The intent of the interactive activity is to focus on
economic development and business related issues.

During the interactive discussion the following issues/points were brought up - the
group felt they deserved attention while planning for transportation in the Central
Arizona region:

1.

This study should take in to consideration the Pinal Comprehensive Plan.
There are many elements that this study could “Bootstrap” off of in order to
have a more comprehensive framework.

Coolidge Airport currently surrounded by state land needs to be taken in to
consideration.

Infrastructure is needed to support anticipated employment growth in the
region.

The North/South freeway corridor — connecting southern and central Arizona.

Airports, universities, office space — generally speaking the growth in this
region needs to accommodate the variety of demands that will be occurring.

Pinal Airport — If this airport becomes more regionally significant
transportation to/from will need to be planned. Demand on surrounding
roadways will increase.

Military uses - Rittenhouse’s interaction with transportation facilities Public
safety during training while low flights cross training transportation routes -
especially in the vicinity of the SRP Power lines and CAP Canal - heavy lifting
training occurs in the area.

Tucson will grow to the northwest and in to the Pinal County area.

Superstition Vistas — growth of...
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10

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17

18.

When

. I-10 bypass, as that plan evolves more specifics will identify economic
activity centers

South of Eloy may become similar to west of White Tank Mountains, large
land banking is underway now and could result in large master-planned
communities

Identify corridors that could use different sources of money (public/private
partnerships)

High Education - This area should be planning to accommodate a higher
education campus - Where will we locate higher education? (Central AZ
College, Apache Junction, Superstition Vistas, Coolidge, Florence, Eloy?)

California was 18 million people in 1970; today it is 35/36 million it is
imperative that transportation stay ahead of the growth.

Anticipated industrial center at I-10, I-8, and Railroad intersection.
I-10/1-8 junction - Hi-tech potential (commercial and/or employment) on
north side, master planned community on south side

Union Pacific freight is triple tracking in some areas now in order to
accommodate growth of freight through Arizona.

. What is going to happen to the City of Mesa owned land (SR87)

Potential to have R & D Center (employment/education) in area of
Pinal/Pima border, highly dependent on I-10 Alternate route.

asked if there were obstacles to transportation improvements the focus group

responded with the following points and observations:

1.

State Land Trust - the planning/development cycle of State Trust Land
sometimes slows down ability to plan.

Money, incremental legislation

Tribal coordination

Visual aesthetics of infrastructure in environmentally sensitive areas.
Size of facilities, rail vs. highway, need transit

Environmental issues, wildlife crossings

Rail road crossings - at grade crossings need to be removed and avoided in
the future.
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Next Steps

A second round of community workshops and focus groups will be held in August.

Additional information about this study can be obtained at BQAZ.gov.

Adjourn
The meeting adjourned at 2:30 p.m.

Meeting summary notes produced by:
Rob Antoniak

HDR/S.R. Beard and Associates
Telephone: 602-385-1614

FAX: 602-385-1620

101 North 1% Ave, Suite 1950
Phoenix, AZ 85003
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Environmental
Focus Group Meeting Summary Notes

Date Produced: April 1, 2008

Meeting: Central Arizona Framework Study, Round One Focus Group
Meeting - Environmental

Date: March 26, 2008

Location: Anthem Parkside Community Center

3200 North Anthem Way
Florence, Arizona 85232

Purpose: The purpose of the meeting is to conduct Round One Focus
Group Meeting — Environmental

Participants: Dan Nelson, Arizona Game & Fish
John Windes, Arizona Game & Fish
Rob Burton, The Nature Conservancy
Anastasia Olander, ADOT Tucson District
Barney Riley, National Park Service
Michelle Green, Arizona State Land Department
Melanie Headstream, Arizona State Land Department
Dianne Kresich, ADOT TPD
Ethan Rauch, DMIM Harris
Dave Perkins, Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.
Brent Crowther, Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.
Rob Antoniak, HDR/S.R. Beard and Associates

The following meeting notes are intended to be a summary of the discussions at the
meeting. Any changes or corrections to the meeting summary notes must be
received by the author within ten days. After that date, they will be final.

The meeting was called to order at 3:00 p.m. by Dianne Kresich.

Introductions

Dianne Kresich welcomed attendees to the meeting, and led study team and
attendees in self-introductions.

Project Overview

Dianne provided a brief overview of the Framework Process. Key elements of her
presentation included:

» The Central Arizona Framework is one of a series of Regional Framework
Studies being conducted statewide. The Regional Framework Studies are
Multimodal and include both the local and state highway system. Economic
and environmental implications of the transportation system plans and
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concepts will be considered. Multimodal needs will be considered for horizon
years of 2030 and 2050.

Arizona’s population is projected to continue to grow over the next several
decades. Arizona’s population in 2050 could exceed 14 million people. The
Phoenix and Tucson metropolitan areas are forecast to expand into a
megalopolis, referred to as the “Sun Corridor”.

Regional Framework Study Guiding Principles include: (1) Multimodal
balance, smart growth/sustainable land use, (2) Tribal Community
involvement, (3) economic development / business development (4)
environmental / conservation community involvement, (5) statewide
collaboration.

Regional Framework Study objectives include: (1) enhance connectivity
among regions (2) conduct extensive outreach to stakeholders and partners
(3) conduct a consistent process (4) identify needs and potential
improvements: state highways, regional facilities, high capacity transit and
improved local service, major local streets.

The study area for the Central Framework Study includes most of Pinal
County, and southern Gila County. The Maricopa and Casa Grande areas of
Pinal County are included in the MAG Hidden Valley Regional Framework
Study. All areas of the state are included into one of the Regional Framework
Studies.

Pinal County was recently identified as the 3" fastest growing county in the
United States from 2006 to 2007. In contrast, population in growth in Gila
County is relatively flat. Only 2% of land in Gila County is available for
private development.

Tribal Communities is a key study objective.

Stakeholder interviews were recently completed with agencies and
jurisdictions throughout the study area. Commonly discussed issues include
growth, Multimodal connectivity (passenger rail), and basic infrastructure
needs such as sidewalks. A presentation board high lights issues identified
during each stakeholder interview.

Each Regional Framework Study will identify projects identified to meet 2030
and 2050 needs. The individual Regional Framework studies will
subsequently be compiled into a Statewide Framework Plan.

The Regional Framework Studies look beyond the traditional transportation
planning horizon of 20 to 25 years, but are looking at needs for a 40 to 50
year planning horizon. The Regional Framework Studies will address regional
connectivity, system continuity, provision for corridor preservation in advance
of development, and allow for staged implementation.

65



The next steps of the Regional Framework Study process are to summarize
input received during public involvement activities, formulate and evaluate
alternative multimodal networks, conduct a second round of public
involvement activities, and develop a final report.

Interactive Activity

Dave Perkins provided an introduction to the interactive activity, while Rob Antoniak
scribed brief notes to flip charts. The intent of this discussion is to discuss
environmental considerations and issues that should be addressed in the study.

Question 1: What regional urban growth/development and economic changes do
you see occurring in the future that will impact environmental / conservation
objectives?

1.

Population growth will impact Arizona Game and Fish in several ways. The
continued urbanization of Arizona will change the customer base from a
historically rural constituency to a more urban constituency. Historically,
most revenue for Game and Fish has originated from hunting and fishing
licensing. They are discussing ways to maintain green space near urban
areas in close proximity to population centers. Local jurisdictions need the
tools to address this issue. There is a lot of private land and state land that
will be developed, that currently is farm land. The farmland historically
supported hunting opportunities. A concern is large urban centers that lose
the connection to the natural world.

The mission of Arizona Game and Fish is to implement aggressive
management programs for preservation of lands for future generations. This
includes maintaining large and connected habitat. Growth should be focused
into the Sun Corridor rather than fragmenting habitat across the state.

Nobody discounts the notion that the population will grow. However, we have
an opportunity to plan for the growth. A detailed map was developed by
Nature Conservancy and the Game and Fish describing the natural
infrastructure of Arizona. This component needs to be addressed in the
Framework Study. The natural infrastructure is critical to maintaining and
developing quality of life.

Instead of reacting to how we are going to deal with growth, we need to be
thinking about how we are going to direct and manage growth.

Game and Fish is working on Areas of Conservation Priority maps. This will
be available in June. The purpose of ACP is to think about where a highway
should go to minimize environmental impacts - least number of species,
sensitive areas, etc.

Arizona Game and Fish is willing to convene a group of experts to review and
provide input to the study.
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7.

10.

11

12.

13.

One of the largest concerns of residents in the Pinal County Comprehensive
Plan is to preserve open space areas.

Population growth is a double-edged sword for the National Parks and
Monuments. Wildlife connectivity and movement is a key concern.
Population growth enables more people to visit the park, but also requires
more infrastructure in order to serve them.

State Land owns about 60% of land in Pinal County. However, they have
funding to provide comprehensive planning for their land. They are currently
planning the Lost Dutchman Heights area. East Valley Partnership is
conducting a land planning study for Superstition Vistas.

ASLD reform is essential. The Superstition Vistas area is considering
implementing a lot of environmental and green planning concepts. They
haven’ incorporated a large scale wildlife area to the scale that Game and Fish
would like, but Game and Fish is pleased with the direction that it is headed.

.ASLD has incorporated open space and green belt concepts into the Arroyo

Grande planning area, north of Tucson.

Pinal County has integrated wildlife corridors and wildlife linkages into the
Comprehensive Plan.

ASLD is the key to the study area and to wildlife conservation. ASLD needs to
be provided the opportunity to swap land for areas that should be conserved
with those that should be developed.

Question 2: What are the regional environmental or conservation issues (and
obstacles) that the Regional Framework Study must address?

1.

I-10 by-pass alignment: could divert traffic from Sandario Road, and could
increase visitation to the park. Game and Fish took opposition to all of the
proposed I-10 bypass routes, though the Avra Valley route was the least
impactful of all of the routes. Game and Fish position is to construct within
the existing corridor and minimize environmental impacts.

Dianne stated that the 10-lane footprint of I-10 is the ultimate footprint for I-
10 and will not accommodate the projected traffic volumes.

The new freeway corridors do not have to be squeezed into existing right of
way, but need to be consolidated into existing urban areas.

Keep Game and Fish involved as early as possible in the planning of new
roads. If new roads are being constructed, and there are opportunities for
wildlife crossings, Game and Fish has the resources and technical expertise to
offer planning and design assistance.

We need to coordinate regional planning around large geographic features.
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Question 3: Are there environmental and conservation plans currently underway
that may impact future transportation facilities or services?

1. Suggested plans and documents included:

a.

Cao o

The Middle Gila Conservation Partnerships includes the eastern half of
the Central Arizona Regional Framework.

Pinal Partnership Open Space and Trails Subcommittee.

Pinal County Comprehensive Plan

Arroyo Grande Conceptual Plan

Areas of Conservation Plan.

2. Game and Fish is in the early stages of developing a wildlife linkages
certification process.

3. ASLD has conceptual planning program. The next step is to integrate with
the comprehensive plan and general plan of the communities.

4. Archeology and historical resource areas should be considered.

Wrap-up

1. Game and Fish is concerned not only about the footprint of the road, but also
access to sensitive lands and areas.

2. Roads facilitate urban development. Urban development has a tremendous
effect on wildlife habitat. Keep the infrastructure as compressed and
narrowed as possible.

Next Steps

A second round of community workshops and focus groups will be held in August.

Additional information about this study can be obtained at BQAZ.gov.
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Adjourn

The meeting adjourned at approx 5:00 p.m.

Meeting summary notes produced by:

Brent Crowther

Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.
Telephone: 520-615-9191
FAX: 520-615-9292

2210 E. Fort Lowell Road
Tucson, Arizona 85719

Edited by:

Rob Antoniak

HDR/S.R. Beard and Associates
Telephone: 602-385-1614
FAX: 602-385-1620

101 North 1% Ave, Suite 1950
Phoenix, AZ 85003
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Commercial and Multimodal Transportation
Focus Group Meeting Summary Notes

Date Produced: April 1, 2008

Meeting: Central Arizona Framework Study, Round One Focus Group
Meeting - Multimodal and Commercial Vehicles

Date: March 27, 2008

Location: American Legion Post No. 4 Hall

645 South Broad Street
Globe, AZ 85501

Purpose: The purpose of the meeting is to conduct Round One Focus
Group Meeting — Multimodal and Commercial Vehicles

Participants: Cathy Melvin, CAAG
Dianne Kresich, ADOT TPD
Terri Kennedy, ADOT TPD
Bill Pederson, ADOT CCP
Rob Antoniak, HDR/S.R. Beard and Associates
Dave Perkins, Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.
Brent Crowther, Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.

The following meeting notes are intended to be a summary of the discussions at the
meeting. Any changes or corrections to the meeting summary notes must be
received by the author within ten days. After that date, they will be final.

The meeting was called to order at 9:15 a.m. by Dianne Kresich.

Introductions

Dianne Kresich welcomed Kathy Melvin to the meeting.

Project Overview

Dianne provided a brief overview of the Framework Process:

e Arizona’s population is projected to continue to grow over the next several
decades. Arizona’s population in 2050 could exceed 14 million people. The
Phoenix and Tucson metropolitan areas are forecast to expand into a
megalopolis, referred to as the “Sun Corridor”.

» Regional Framework Study Guiding Principles include: (1) Multimodal
balance, smart growth/sustainable land use, (2) Tribal Community
involvement, (3) economic development / business development (4)
environmental / conservation community involvement, (5) statewide
collaboration.
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e The study area for the Central Framework Study includes most of Pinal
County, and southern Gila County. The Maricopa and Casa Grande areas of
Pinal County are included in the MAG Hidden Valley Regional Framework
Study. All areas of the state are included into one of the Regional Framework
Studies.

« Regional Framework Study objectives include: (1) enhance connectivity
among regions (2) conduct extensive outreach to stakeholders and partners
(3) conduct a consistent process (4) identify needs and potential
improvements: state highways, regional facilities, high capacity transit and
improved local service, major local streets.

« Pinal County was recently identified as the 3™ fastest growing county in the
United States from 2006 to 2007. In contrast, population in growth in Gila
County is relatively flat. Only 2% of land in Gila County is available for
private development.

The following questions were asked of Focus Group participant:

1. Greyhound Service terminated approximately 2 years ago. Help us understand
this better.

» Veterans would use the bus to access medical care in Mesa and Phoenix.
Transportation to/from Phoenix area is expensive in Taxi’s, etc.

e Transportation issues are a significant barrier for people to access
employment centers, etc.

« The greyhound bus terminal was located in downtown Globe. She presumes
that it was a financial decision for termination of service.

She doesn’t see how the community can expect to have transportation
service, and not expect to pay for it.

« If an agency were able to provide a van, CAAG could participate in helping to
pay another agency to provide service.

« It would be helpful to lessen restrictions on vans purchased for Senior
Centers, etc. For example, the ADOT 5310 application requires the van to be
used for the purpose for which it was purchased. If the restrictions could be
lifted, the vans could be put to better use after hours (for the Sr. Center).
They could be used to provide access to education, etc. after the Sr. Centers
are finished use of the van.

What transportation improvements are needed?

 An expanded rail system to the mines would help. Large equipment could
utilize the rail rather than the roadways.
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e Widening of US 60 to Globe would be important.

e Passenger rail between Globe/Miami/Apache Gold Casino would be more of a
tourist attraction, rather than a transit dependent improvement.

e There are a lot of people who walk to and from Miami and Globe.

+ SR-177 is the only state highway with a 10% grade. Paving of Florence
Kelvin Highway would be important as a reliever route to US 60, and also help

on SR-177.

Next Steps

A second round of community workshops and focus groups will be held in August.

Additional information about this study can be obtained at BQAZ.gov.

Adjourn

The meeting adjourned at 10:15 a.m.

Meeting summary notes produced by:
Brent Crowther

Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.
Telephone: 520-615-9191

FAX: 520-615-9292

2210 E. Fort Lowell Road

Tucson, Arizona 85719

Edited by:

Rob Antoniak

HDR/S.R. Beard and Associates
Telephone: 602-385-1614
FAX: 602-385-1620

101 North 1% Ave, Suite 1950
Phoenix, AZ 85003
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Environmental

Focus Group Meeting Summary Notes

Date Produced:
Meeting:

Date:
Location:

Purpose:

April 1, 2008

Central Arizona Framework Study, Round One Focus Group
Meeting - Environmental

March 27, 2008

American Legion Post No. 4 Hall

645 South Broad Street

Globe, AZ 85501

The purpose of the meeting is to conduct Round One Focus
Group Meeting - Environmental

Participants:

Linda Taunt, ADEQ

Dana, Arizona Game and Fish

Dianne Kresich, ADOT TPD

Terri Kennedy, ADOT TPD

Bill Pederson, ADOT CCP

Rob Antoniak, HDR/SR Beard and Associates
Dave Perkins, Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.
Brent Crowther, Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.

The following meeting notes are intended to be a summary of the discussions at the
meeting. Any changes or corrections to the meeting summary notes must be
received by the author within ten days. After that date, they will be final.

The meeting was called to order at 3:00 p.m. by Dianne Kresich.

Introductions

Dianne Kresich welcomed attendees to the meeting.

Project Overview

Dianne provided a brief overview of the Framework Process. Key elements of her

presentation included:

» The Central Arizona Framework is one of a series of Regional Framework
Studies being conducted statewide. The Regional Framework Studies are

Multimodal and include both the local and state highway system. Economic

and environmental implications of the transportation system plans and

concepts will be considered. Multimodal needs will be considered for horizon

years of 2030 and 2050.

e Arizona’s population is projected to continue to grow over the next several
decades. Arizona’s population in 2050 could exceed 14 million people. The
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Phoenix and Tucson metropolitan areas are forecast to expand into a
megalopolis, referred to as the “Sun Corridor”.

Regional Framework Study Guiding Principles include: (1) Multimodal
balance, smart growth/sustainable land use, (2) Tribal Community
involvement, (3) economic development / business development (4)
environmental / conservation community involvement, (5) statewide
collaboration.

Dana, Arizona Game and Fish asked if there has been significant interest
expressed in Multimodal transportation (e.g. rail). Dianne Kresich stated that
the stakeholders with whom we have met, primarily staff from local and
regional agencies/jurisdictions, have expressed interest in rail alternatives.

Regional Framework Study objectives include: (1) enhance connectivity
among regions (2) conduct extensive outreach to stakeholders and partners
(3) conduct a consistent process (4) identify needs and potential
improvements: state highways, regional facilities, high capacity transit and
improved local service, major local streets.

The study area for the Central Framework Study includes most of Pinal
County, and southern Gila County. The Maricopa and Casa Grande areas of
Pinal County are included in the MAG Hidden Valley Regional Framework
Study. All areas of the state are included into one of the Regional Framework
Studies.

Pinal County was recently identified as the 3" fastest growing county in the
United States from 2006 to 2007. In contrast, population in growth in Gila
County is relatively flat. Only 2% of land in Gila County is available for
private development.

Tribal Communities is a key study objective.

Stakeholder interviews were recently completed with agencies and
jurisdictions throughout the study area. Commonly discussed issues include
growth, Multimodal connectivity (passenger rail), and basic infrastructure
needs such as sidewalks. A presentation board high lights issues identified
during each stakeholder interview.

Each Regional Framework Study will identify projects identified to meet 2030
and 2050 needs. The individual Regional Framework studies will
subsequently be compiled into a Statewide Framework Plan.

The Regional Framework Studies look beyond the traditional transportation
planning horizon of 20 to 25 years, but are looking at needs for a 40 to 50
year planning horizon. The Regional Framework Studies will address regional
connectivity, system continuity, provision for corridor preservation in advance
of development, and allow for staged implementation.
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» The next steps of the Regional Framework Study process are to summarize
input received during public involvement activities, formulate and evaluate
alternative multimodal networks, conduct a second round of public
involvement activities, and develop a final report.

» The regional studies will conclude at the end of 2008. The compilation of the
study will be completed in early 2009.

e Oversight committees have been established. The policy committee includes
elected officials as well as representatives from environmental groups.
Additional information can be obtained from BQAZ.gov.

Discussion Points

Dave Perkins provided an introduction to the interactive activity, while Rob Antoniak
scribed brief notes to flip charts. The following questions were asked of Focus Group
participants

Question No. 1: What regional urban growth/development and economic changes do
you see occurring in the future that will impact environmental / conservation
objectives?

1. ADEQ is responsible for permitting for water treatment plans, waste water,
etc. A lot of the state’s growth has been outside of incorporated areas.
These areas frequently do not have the infrastructure in place to support the
growth. These areas will ultimately become extra urban. High growth areas
are the White Tanks area, southwest Maricopa County, Florence, and
Coolidge.

2. Water quantity and quality will be a challenge.

3. Transportation facilities are essential. They need to be planned to incorporate
wildlife crossings.

4. Private utilities do some large scale planning, but it tends to be on the land
that is ripe for development, rather than what makes sense from planning
principles.

5. Arizona Conservation Priority (ACP) will be a GIS model that includes species
and habitats of greatest conservation need. It will be prioritized based on
various threats, including biodiversity, department values, ability to manage
populations, and stewardship. The first iteration of the GIS model is due in
June to the Governor’s Smart Growth Council. The first map will show areas
of conservation priority. One of the key messages will be that although a
map is developed; other questions could and should be asked. There will be
flexibility within the product. The department will be willing to work with
users. There will be data short falls, as data gaps exist across the state. The
dataset feeds into the Comprehensive Wildlife Conservation Strategy. The
Conservation Strategy enables federal funding for wildlife conservation. The

75



10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

Conservation Strategy is a roadmap, and is important to incorporate into
planning activities. The Comprehensive Wildlife Conservation Strategy is
available on the Arizona Game and Fish website.

For Maricopa County, there is a more detailed mapping linkages effort
underway. This can be obtained from the Research Branch (Ray
Schweinzburg). In particular, additional analysis is being conducted for the
eastern edge of Maricopa County in the Superstitions area and into the
Florence area. The Arizona Game and Fish Department requests that as plans
are conducted for other parts of the state, that their input be solicited to
delve into greater detail about specific areas. Ray Schweinzburg can provide
additional information about the refined data set in the Maricopa County area.

ACP and the Wildlife Linkages project are two separate efforts. Species
distributions will be mapped as part of the ACP I (department values species,
as well as those identified in the Wildlife Conservation Plan). There is not a
linkages component in the ACP. The Wildlife Linkages map is a standalone
product. ACP is going to be driven by types of habitat, ownership status,
current development and road networks, and bio diversity. It will provide
details about areas that need to be conserved, but will not output the precise
location/alignment, etc. As planning is done, finer scale assessment needs to
be conducted.

GIS data is very distributed amongst the various state agencies.

The ACP will identify important areas that need to be maintained contiguous.
There are a lot of roads that need retrofitting for wildlife crossings.
Pronghorn will be lost as a species if we do not go back and retrofit. For
example, SR-260 has been retrofitted for EIk. Pronghorn are a species that

will not use underpasses. They require overpasses.

It is easy to think about the big species. However, when we think about
corridors, it should extend all the way to the pollinators.

From the departments perspective, the earlier that they can be involved, the
better.

It is important to understand the cumulative impacts of new roadways.
Transportation networks will impact previously unaffected streams.

The AZGFD is primarily concerned about maintaining wildlife population
levels.

AZGFD is working on designs for culverts. It is difficult to elevate the need

for the importance of expending the incrementally funds to include bridges
into projects rather than culverts.
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16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22,

23.

24,

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

Dianne Kresich emphasized that this study will not get to the level of detail of
design or even specific alignment alternatives. This study does not in itself
guarantee that increased revenue will be available to fund transportation
improvements.

There is an economic benefit to environmental conservation. There is a 2007
study available that quantifies the economic impact of hunting and fishing
activities in Arizona.

Impacts to recreation, hunting, and fishing should be considered. As new
roadway corridors are developed, access to public lands should be considered.

The Sierra Auncha Wilderness, Four Peaks Wilderness, Superstitions, Manuel,
and the Pinal Mountains are large blocks of undisturbed habitat. Connectivity
between those large blocks of land is important.

ADEQ stated that storm water management both during construction and post
construction is important. We don’t want to increase flows, or detain flows.

The Pinal County Comprehensive Plan is looking at including wildlife corridors
into the plan.

404 issues are of concern.

The state is seeing a large increase in mining activities. Truck traffic and
hazardous materials are of concern, particularly on US 60 / 70. Kearny,
Dudleyville, etc. are desperate to provide more bodies to the mines.

Park Link corridor could become a corridor of the future.

There will be significant impacts to wildlife if Florence Kelvin Highway is
improved.

Major upgrades to power lines are being done near Mammoth and Oracle
Junction.

Energy corridors should be incorporated into the planning activities.

Town of Maricopa, SR-238, will become a major corridor of the future. They
are considering a regional airport in the area.

Pinto Creek is significantly impacted by mining operations.

All of the communities need better pedestrian access along and across the
roads.

Hayden and Winkelman are considering a joint water treatment plant. Major
obstacles may be threatened and endangered species.
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32.There is significant concern for the Resolution Trust land swap and what
would be done with the mine tailings.

33.ADEQ agrees that they would like to be involved in the front end as soon as

they can.

Next Steps

1. A second round of community workshops and focus groups will be held in

August.

2. Additional information about this study can be obtained at BQAZ.gov.

Adjourn

The meeting adjourned at 4:15 p.m.

Meeting summary notes produced by:
Brent Crowther

Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.
Telephone: 520-615-9191

FAX: 520-615-9292

2210 E. Fort Lowell Road

Tucson, Arizona 85719

Edited by:

Rob Antoniak

HDR/S.R. Beard and Associates
Telephone: 602-385-1614
FAX: 602-385-1620

101 North 1% Ave, Suite 1950
Phoenix, AZ 85003
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FOCUS GROUP ATTENDEES

Central Arizona Multimodal & Commercial Transportation Focus Group Meeting (9:00 - 11:00

AM)
Organization First Last Title Address City State | Zip
Pinal County Doug Hansen PO Box 727 Florence AZ 85232
Pinal County Andy Smith
CAAG Craig Ringer 1075 S Idaho Rd | Apache Junction | AZ 85219
Town of Florence Scott Powell 775 N Main St Florence AZ 85232
4714 E Shangri

Pinal Logistics Richard Dungon La Phoenix AZ 85028

AZ City Fire Paul Sabel PO Box 6 Arizona City AZ 85223
22350 S

Queen Creek Mike Pacelli Ellsworth Rd Queen Creek AZ 85242
11555 W Civic

Town of Marana Brian D Varney Center Dr Marana AZ 85653
PO Box 2670

Town of Florence Mark Thompson 600 N Main St Florence AZ 85232
22350 S

Queen Creek Mark Young Ellsworth Rd Queen Creek AZ 85242
11000 N La

Town of Oro Valley Paul Keesler Canada Oro Valley AZ 85737

Central Arizona Business & Development Focus Group Meeting (12:30-2:30

PM)

Organization First Last Title Address City State | Zip

Liba Wheat Lisa Ribes 442 N 6th Ave Tucson AZ 85705
5740 Via Los

Chasse Real Estate George Chasse Ranchos Paradise Valley AZ 85253

City of Coolidge Alton Bruce

AZ Army National 5636 E McDowell

Guard Joseph Aldrich Rd Phoenix AZ 85008
1121 W Warner

W Holdings Jerry Witt Rd #109 Tempe AZ 85284
1121 W Warner

W Holdings Pike Oliver Rd #109 Tempe AZ 85284

Central Arizona Environmental Focus Group Meeting (3:00-5:00 PM)

Organization First Last Title Address City State | Zip

5000 W Carefree

AZ Game & Fish Dan Nelson Hwy Phoenix AZ 85086
555 N

AZ Game & Fish John Windes Greasewood Rd | Tucson AZ 85704

The Nature

Conservancy Rob Burton PO Box 385 Winkleman AZ 85292

ADOT Tucson District Anastasia Olander 1221 S 2nd Ave Tucson AZ 85713
3693 S OId

National Park Service Barney Riley Spanish Trail Tucson AZ 85730
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ASLD Michelle Green
ASLD Melanie Headstream
Central Arizona Multimodal & Commercial Transportation Focus Group Meeting (9:00 - 11:00
AM)

Organization First Last Title Address City State | Zip
Central Arizona Assn of
Governments Cathy Melvin PO Box 912 Globe AZ 85502
Central Arizona Business & Development Focus Group Meeting (12:30-2:30
PM)

Organization First Last Title Address City State | Zip
Central Arizona Environmental Focus Group Meeting (3:00-5:00 PM)

Organization First Last Title Address City State | Zip

1110 W

ADEQ Linda Taunt Washington St Phoenix AZ 85007
Arizona Game & Fish Dana Phoenix AZ
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Event Evaluations

Event Evaluation — Multimodal Commercial Focus

Regional Framework Study: Central

Florence, AZ

Group

Date/Location: March, 26, 2008;

Below is a summary of the 12 comment forms received by the project team for this

event.
- SUMMARY -
Please check the one that applies. 1 = Low; 4 = High
N/A 1 2 3 4 Comments

Topic 1 6

Understandability of 4 8 Many pres. to have 16M

Materials/Handouts at 2050.

Understandability of 3 9

Presentation(s)

Group Size 2 2 8 Wished more came out;
turn-out a little low; too
small but diverse.

Meeting Facilities 1 11 Hard to hear; little cold;
cold.

Length of Meeting 3 9 Could have been longer
to cover needed topics;
perfect; perfect.

Facilitators 12

What did you like most about your participation in this Event?

Bring all the affected

jurisdictions and private industry together to set issues,; good discussion; great

discussions and ideas!; Interaction, The many topics on improving or implementing

commercial truck traffic and developing a Multimodal facility; willingness to listen to

industry; free expressions; very interactive all ideas entertained; focus on transit; It

was little more advanced than I thought — but enjoyed hearing the ideas and got a

better idea of what needs to be looked at.

What did you dislike or what would you change?_ Length - seemed a little rushed;
would be interesting to get a more diverse group; explain intermodal facilities;

discussion is too fluid — lacked structure that led to dis-sorted conversation; Time for

the state to take on the responsibility of establishing control of these items; did not

know focus on transit may have appropriate staff.
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Should this type of event continue to be used in the future to educate the public and
receive input from the community? Yes 10 No _1 Why? Great interaction and
diverse attendees; because the public should know more about Multimodal
transportation and the improvement of commercial traffic; Assured a high level of
understanding on transportation issues w/ no real world examples to help direct
conversation,; need to maintain communications with industry, Small groups put
good ideas together and then communicate to the public.

Please provide us any other comments to assist in improving this process or project.
Nice job and well done!; It is a big process — most transportation issues are behind
schedule it is good to look to the future, but there are a lot of problems with the
current systems that need to be funded and resolved.
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Event Evaluation - Business & Development Focus
Group

Regional Framework Study: Central Date/Location: March, 26, 2008;
Florence, AZ

Below is a summary of the 6 comment forms received by the project team for this
event.

- SUMMARY -

N/A 1 2 3 4 Comments
Topic 1 3
Understandability of 2 3
Materials/Handouts
Understandability of 5
Presentation(s)
Group Size 1 4 Poor turnout
Meeting Facilities 5
Length of Meeting 1 4
Facilitators 5

Please check the one that applies. 1 = Low; 4 = High

What did you like most about your participation in this Event?__ Ability to make
points known in a relaxed environment; critical issue; Very open communication -
good briefing at the outset; unlimited time to express comments and concerns; Very
good discussion; good handouts, very diverse approached to the planning process.

What did you dislike or what would you change?_ Better outreach; n/a; Keep it as
green as possible.

Should this type of event continue to be used in the future to educate the public and
receive input from the community? Yes 5 No _ Why? TO continue to apprise
stakeholders of progress.

Please provide us any other comments to assist in improving this process or project.

83




Event Evaluation - Environmental Focus Group

Regional Framework Study: Central

2008; Florence, AZ

Date/Location: March, 26,

Below is a summary of the 1 comment form received by the project team for

this event.
- SUMMARY -
Please check the one that applies. 1 = Low; 4 = High
N/A 1 2 3 4 Comments

Topic
Understandability of 1
Materials/Handouts
Understandability of 1
Presentation(s)
Group Size 1
Meeting Facilities 1
Length of Meeting 1
Facilitators 1

What did you like most about your participation in this Event?

What did you dislike or what would you change?

and better coordination.

1'd like earlier notification

Should this type of event continue to be used in the future to educate the

public and receive input from the community? Yes 1

No _ Why? Two

heads are better than one — Also — ADOT serves the public and should be

listening to them!

Please provide us any other comments to assist in improving this process or

project.

Arizona Game and Fish would like to be more involved — perhaps we can co-

fund a liaison position.
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Event Evaluation — Multimodal Commercial Focus

Group

Regional Framework Study: Central Date/Location: March, 27, 2008;

Globe, AZ

Below is a summary of the 1 comment form received by the project team for this

event..

- SUMMARY -
N/A 1 2 3 4 Comments

Topic 1
Understandability of 1
Materials/Handouts
Understandability of 1
Presentation(s)
Group Size Too small
Meeting Facilities 1
Length of Meeting 1
Facilitators 1

Please check the one that applies. 1 = Low; 4 = High

What did you like most about your participation in this Event?__ Better understanding
of project.

What did you dislike or what would you change?_ Nothing.

Should this type of event continue to be used in the future to educate the public and
receive input from the community? Yes 1  No Why?

Please provide us any other comments to assist in improving this process or project.
Have local agencies help in getting the word out.
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Event Evaluation - Environmental Focus Group

Regional Framework Study: Central Date/Location: March, 27, 2008;
Globe, AZ

Below is a summary of the 2 comment forms received by the project team for this
event.

- SUMMARY -
Please check the one that applies. 1 = Low; 4 = High
N/A 1 2 3 4 Comments

Topic 1
Understandability of 1 1
Materials/Handouts

Understandability of 1 1
Presentation(s)

Group Size 2
Meeting Facilities 2
Length of Meeting 1 1
Facilitators 1 1

What did you like most about your participation in this Event?__ Lots of time to talk
at some length due to low participation by other folks (i.e. low attendance); Having
the presentations out in the communities that will be impacted by the Plan; Group
was knowledgeable about process and able to share from previous meeting; good
exhibits

What did you dislike or what would you change?_ Nothing really; Nothing at this
point.

Should this type of event continue to be used in the future to educate the public and
receive input from the community? Yes 2 No Why? Yes — particularly as the
process develops and options materialize

Please provide us any other comments to assist in improving this process or project.
ADEQ is willing to provide any data on GIS layers that would be helpful;, We’'ll provide
a single set of agency comments in a week or so — once the various participants can
get together to coordinate.
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Meeting Summary Notes

Date Produced: February 26, 2008

Meeting: Central Arizona Framework Study, Round One Stakeholder
Interviews, Pima Association of Governments

Date: January 29, 2008

Location: Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.
2210 E. Fort Lowell Road, Tucson, Arizona

Purpose: The purpose of the meeting is to conduct Round One

Stakeholder Interview, which focuses on existing conditions and
identification of issues.

Participants: Cherie Campbell, PAG
John Liosatos, PAG
Dianne Kresich, ADOT
Ethan Rauch, DMJM Harris
Dave Perkins, Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.
Jiaxin Tong, Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.

The following meeting notes are intended to be a summary of the discussions at the
meeting. Any changes or corrections to the meeting summary notes must be
received by the author within ten days. After that date, they will be final.

The meeting was called to order at 10:00 a.m.

Introductions

Dianne Kresich welcomed attendees to the meeting.

Project Overview

Dianne provided a brief overview of the Framework Process. The Central Arizona
Framework is one of a series of Framework Studies being conducted statewide. The
Framework Studies will provide the basis for the next update of the ADOT Statewide
Long Range Transportation Plan. The framework studies are Multimodal and include
both the local and state highway system. Rail, transit, and bicycle needs will be
considered for horizon years of 2030 and 2050. Economic implications of the
transportation system plans and concepts will be considered. Environmental
considerations are an important element of the study.

Discussion Points

What are some of the regional issues that this project (Central Arizona Framework
Study) must address?

» The construction and spacing of new interchanges on I-10 is an important
consideration. The realignment of Tangerine Road should provide connectivity to
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the west of I-10. However, PAG does not support the relocation of Tangerine
Road interchange unless it is constructed as an overpass. The Tortolita Mountain
interchange is also needed.

The increase in truck traffic south of Tucson requires intermodal transportation
close to the port of Tucson. In addition, passenger rail alternatives should be
considered.

PAG supports two of the alternatives presented in the I-10 by-pass study: a new
route that passes west and south of Tucson, as well as a new route the follows
the existing Park Link Drive corridor.

SR-79 will need improvements.

What transportation improvements are needed, in your opinion?

PAG recognizes the need to develop additional high-capacity corridors. The PAG
Loop Study recommended a new SR-77 reliever corridor to Oracle Junction.

A new corridor is needed that runs parallel to I-10. The corridor should connect
to Tangerine Road.

New transportation facilities (transit, airports/aviation, rail, bicycle/pedestrian)

Bus rapid transit on SR-77 from Tucson to Oro Valley or a commuter rail corridor
should be considered to mitigate congestion on SR-77.

Next Steps

The information collected today will be summarized and included in a Stakeholder
Summary Report. Input received today will be considered in future Working Papers.
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Adjourn

The meeting adjourned at 11:25 a.m.

Meeting summary notes produced by:

Jiaxin Tong

Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.
Telephone: 520-615-9191
FAX: 520-615-9292

2210 E. Fort Lowell Road
Tucson, Arizona 85719
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Meeting Summary Notes

Date Produced: February 8, 2008

Meeting: Central Arizona Framework Study, Round One Stakeholder
Interviews, Town of Miami

Date: February 8, 2008

Location: 734 W. Main Street, Superior, AZ 85273

Purpose: The purpose of the meeting is to conduct Round One

Stakeholder Interview, which focuses on existing conditions and
identification of issues.

Participants: Robert J. Mawson, Town Manager, Town of Miami
Dianne Kresich, ADOT
Ethan Rauch, DMJIM Harris
Dave Perkins, Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.
Brent Crowther, Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.

The following meeting notes are intended to be a summary of the discussions at the
meeting. Any changes or corrections to the meeting summary notes must be
received by the author within ten days. After that date, they will be final.

The meeting was called to order at 12:00 p.m. by Dianne Kresich.

Introductions

Dianne Kresich welcomed Mr. Mawson to the meeting.

Project Overview

Dianne provided a brief overview of the Framework Process. The Central Arizona
Framework is one of a series of Framework Studies being conducted statewide. The
Framework Studies will provide the basis for the next update of the ADOT Statewide
Long Range Transportation Plan. The framework studies are Multimodal and include
both the local and state highway system. Rail, transit, and bicycle needs will be
considered for horizon years of 2030 and 2050. Economic implications of the
transportation system plans and concepts will be considered. Environmental
considerations are an important element of the study.

Discussion Points

What are some of the regional issues that this project (Central Arizona Framework
Study) must address?

= US 60: For the last six to eight months, the Town of Miami has participated on a
corridor enhancement study with Town of Globe and the San Carlos Apache Tribal
Community. The purpose of the study, conducted by the Drachman Institute, is
to enhance, unify, and add vibrance to the US 60 corridor. Study limits are from
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the west end of Miami to the Apache Gold Casino on the San Carlos Apache Tribal
Community. The study has primarily focused on beautification and enhancement,
but does include some recommendations for improvement to traffic control. This
study originated with a sub-committee recommendation for the Southern Gila
County Economic Development Corridor.

The Town of Miami has experienced increased traffic passing through town.
Destinations include Roosevelt Lake (recreation), White Mountains (recreation),
and Safford (mining operations). The Town anticipates that traffic will continue
to increase for the next 15 to 20 years. Specific concerns are speed and truck
traffic. There are no alternative routes to the US 60 corridor.

Town of Miami is currently considering additional annexation.

The Town would like to consider a US 60 ‘by-pass’ on the south side of Town to
provide an alternative to US 60, remove bottlenecks in Town, and provide access
to State Trust Land.

Maintaining local streets is a significant concern.

Dianne Kresich summarized the ADOT PARA Program (Planning Assistance for
Rural Areas). The money is available to rural cities and towns to conduct
transportation planning studies. The study is intended to be flexible to respond
to the needs of the local communities and towns.

Local connectivity and alternate routes are a important issues. Many residential
areas are reliant on canyon roads that do not have secondary access. The Town
has discussed ways to provide secondary access to and from residential areas.
An example is an existing Forest Service Road located on the south side of Town
that could be improved.

ADOT is currently conducting a pavement preservation project on the US 60 the
corridor.

Miami has 4 traffic signals in town - not all of which may be needed.

The Bloody Tanks / Miami Wash runs through town. The Town is considering
trail/pathway improvements to the wash.

The Town operates its own local transit program. Currently, the program has
three buses. Demand is high for this service. City of Globe and Gila County
provide occasional funding. There are no other taxis or bus services available.

Current transit service is curb-to-curb para-transit / dial-a-ride service. Fixed
route service has been discussed. The current para-transit service is primarily
focused on the Miami area, and does not serve the Tribal Community. The Tribal
Community does not have funding to support the program.
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= Fixed route service was previously provided, but proved ineffective. A potential
reason for its ineffectiveness was that the service route was limited to US 60 and
it did not travel into surrounding neighborhoods. The Town of Miami would like
to participate with ADOT to conduct a feasibility study of a new fixed route
service.

= The Town of Miami is participating in the rail study with the City of Globe. A trial
run was conducted in the summer. It appears that the service will be too
expensive for use as a commuter service. It will potentially be viable as a tourist
train rather if enough sponsors are identified to make it economically feasible.

» Greyhound service was discontinued to Globe and Miami approximately two years
ago. A connector service to Superior or Apache Junction has been considered to
provide access to areas with transit service.

What urban growth/developments and socio-economic changes do you see occurring
over the next 20 years in your particular locality or region?

= 2,500 people may ultimately be employed at the surrounding mines. The cyclical
nature of the mining industry has forced the community to become more
economically diversified. While the mines are the largest employer, they are not
the only employer. Employment in retail and service industries is increasing.

= The Town would like to encourage industrial development and industrial parks,
but opportunity is limited because of land constraints (topography, ownership).

= Most people are reliant on Sky Harbor for air service. Primary users of the
airport are related to mining operations.

Are there any “fatal flaws” such as economic, physical, environmental constraints or
community concerns that would be an obstacle to the development of new
transportation facilities?

= Topography is a major constraint. Most of the surrounding land is public lands
(BLM, Trust Land, and Forest Service).

Are there others that should be involved in this study?

Individuals that are very knowledgeable about transportation include:

City of Globe, Stan Gibson, Mayor

Town of Miami, Ray Webb, Vice Mayor

Board of Supervisors, Joe Sanchez

Are there any special considerations?

Pinal and Gila counties have historically been more similar than they now are. As
Pinal County has developed, the challenges in eastern Pinal County are unique from

those in western Pinal County. Similarly, northern Gila County is unique to southern
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Gila County (tourism vs. mining). The Framework Study needs to consider theses
differences, and recognize that the needs of rapidly developing portions of the Pinal
County are different than those areas that are more dependent on mining.

Next Steps

A Technical Advisory Committee meeting will be held on Friday, February 15, 2008.
The information collected today will be summarized and included in a Stakeholder

Summary Report. Input received today will be considered in future Working Papers.
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Adjourn

The meeting adjourned at 11:20 a.m.

Meeting summary notes produced by:

Brent Crowther

Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.
Telephone: 520-615-9191
FAX: 520-615-9292

2210 E. Fort Lowell Road
Tucson, Arizona 85719
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Meeting Summary Notes

Date Produced: February 8, 2008

Meeting: Central Arizona Framework Study, Round One Stakeholder
Interviews, Apache Junction

Date: February 8, 2008

Location: 734 W. Main Street, Superior, AZ 85273

Purpose: The purpose of the meeting is to conduct Round One

Stakeholder Interview, which focuses on existing conditions and

identification of issues.

Participants: Giao Pham, City of Apache Junction (via teleconference)
Dianne Kresich, ADOT
Ethan Rauch, DMJIM Harris
Dave Perkins, Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.
Brent Crowther, Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.

The following meeting notes are intended to be a summary of the discussions at the

meeting. Any changes or corrections to the meeting summary notes must be
received by the author within ten days. After that date, they will be final.

The meeting was called to order at 10:30 a.m. by Dianne Kresich.

Introductions

Dianne Kresich welcomed Giao Pham to the meeting.

Project Overview

Giao attended the CAAG meeting on February 7, 2008 at which an overview of the
Framework Process was presented. Giao did not have any additional questions on
the Framework Process.

Discussion Points

What are some of the regional issues that this project (Central Arizona Framework
Study) must address?

Gio Pham provided the following discussion points:

= Access management is critical. It is wasteful to build new corridors and then not

protect access to and from the corridor.

= ADOT should develop tools to begin to preserve right of way for new corridors in

advance of development. It is much easier for the local jurisdictions to
encourage developers to protect right-of-way if new corridors are shown on a
map. Maps and tools should be developed even before any funding has been
identified for new corridors.

95




ADOT needs to coordinate extensively with the Arizona State Land Department.
Policies need to be developed to allow for ASLD to dedicate right of way prior to
development. Waiting until after ASLD land is developed to purchase right —of-
way until for new corridors significantly increases costs.

Sufficient right-of-way should be procured early to allow for future expansion so
that homes do not need to be bought in the future.

Roadway transportation improvements should be coordinated with transit
improvements. For example, the design and construction of the North-South
Corridor should include preservation of right-of-way for a future
transit/commuter rail corridor.

Funding sources need to be better coordinated between ADOT and local
jurisdictions. For example, if a new roadway facility is planned, even before
funding is identified, more information and tools should be provided so that the
local jurisdictions can require the developer to dedicate the sufficient amount of
right-of-way.

ADOT needs to better help the business and development community understand
transportation needs. For example, developers need to be bettered educated on
the importance of a grid system.

The US 60 reroute is not a good expenditure of tax payer funds. Residents
moved along the US 60 corridor after the highway was constructed.

Dianne Kresich stated that she understands that the cost of a re-route is not
significantly more than the cost to improve existing US 60 alignment to a freeway
level facility. Giao stated that he understands that the cost to develop a new
corridor difference is $30 million greater to construct a new corridor as compared
to improving existing corridor. Improving the existing corridor is not being
objectively considered.

Traffic interchange spacing on the US-60 reroute is adequate (2-mile spacing).

Flexibility needs to be considered in the design in case that the corridor needs to
be expanded to accommodate 2050 traffic. Early land acquisition is critical. Buy
the right-of-way now!

Williams Gateway: There is discussion whether the North-South Corridor should
only be extended to Williams Gateway or should continue north to the US-60.
ADOT should respect City of Mesa desires, but should also consider regional
issues. ADOT must look at what is good for the entire system, and not just for a
specific city of jurisdiction. Regional considerations should take priority over
political pressure.

Apache Junction agrees that a final decision has been made for the Williams
Gateway/Loop 202 connection alignment.
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North-South, north of the Williams Gateway: Expressway concept between the
Williams Gateway and US-60 has been discussed but is not firm. Arizona State
Land Department will be supporting an expressway concept. Apache Junction
does not envision planning for an expressway. We should plan for the ultimate
build-out (including right-of-way and access control). A right-of-way of 300 feet
should be procured. The connection to US 60 will probably be west of Idaho
Road. There are a lot of businesses on the Idaho Road alignment that are going
in within the next year.

The alignment for the North-South corridor should be established first, followed
by the east-west connections.

Existing System: The City of Apache Junction will update their Small Area
Transportation Study to be consistent with the Pinal County Regionally Significant
Routes. This will likely occur after Arizona State Land Department completes
their planning for Lost Dutchman Heights.

Apache Junction envisions a potential for Bus Rapid Transit that would connect to
light rail/commuter rail.

There are no railroad lines within the City of Apache Junction. Freight issues will
not be an issue.

Railroad facilities are important to offload freight and vehicles from the roadway
transportation system.

Bicycle and pedestrian will be important in the new state land areas. Trails and
multi-use paths will be constructed along the topography of the land. For
example, paths/trails will be constructed along washes. Apache Junction will
defer to Pinal County for development of their trail system.

What urban growth/developments and socio-economic changes do you see occurring
over the next 20 years in your particular locality or region?

Economic development is important. If ADOT shows corridors on the maps, it is
much easier to coordinate with developers. Improved coordination is critical.

Airport development is important. ADOT should fund airports and transit as
much as they are the freeway system. These need to be priorities now, and not
20 years from now.

We need to look at smaller towns and cities for reliever airports to Sky Harbor
and Williams Gateway. The San Manual airport could be a major economic
generator 50 years from now.

ADOT can build political will by focusing on the small projects (e.g. sidewalks). It
is frustrating to see small projects stay on the 5-year plan for multiple years. It
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raises questions of how ADOT will complete major projects, such as the North-
South Corridor, when they cannot complete small projects such as sidewalks.

= ADOT should look at regional airport plans, rather than the small jurisdictions
each looking to develop their own airports. ADOT needs to consider regional
needs. Dianne Kresich stated that is a ADOT Statewide Airport System Plan
underway. Dianne will inquire if this study will include small jurisdiction
stakeholders.

Are there any “fatal flaws” such as economic, physical, environmental constraints or
community concerns that would be an obstacle to the development of new
transportation facilities?

= Fissures will be important considerations as planning goes forward.
» Central Arizona Project Canal will create engineering challenges.

Next Steps

A Technical Advisory Committee meeting will be held on Friday, February 15, 2008.
The information collected today will be summarized and included in a Stakeholder
Summary Report. Input received today will be considered in future Working Papers.

Adjourn

The meeting adjourned at 11:20 a.m.

Meeting summary notes produced by:
Brent Crowther

Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.
Telephone: 520-615-9191

FAX: 520-615-9292

2210 E. Fort Lowell Road
Tucson, Arizona 85719
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Meeting Summary Notes

Date Produced: February 8, 2008

Meeting: Central Arizona Framework Study, Round One Stakeholder
Interviews, Town of Queen Creek

Date: February 8, 2008

Location: 734 W. Main Street, Superior, AZ 85273

Purpose: The purpose of the meeting is to conduct Round One

Stakeholder Interview, which focuses on existing conditions and
identification of issues.

Participants: Mark Young, Town of Queen Creek
Michael Pacelli, Town of Queen Creek
Tom Condit, Town of Queen Creek
Kim Moyers, Town of Queen Creek
Dianne Kresich, ADOT
Ethan Rauch, DMJIM Harris
Dave Perkins, Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.
Brent Crowther, Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.

The following meeting notes are intended to be a summary of the discussions at the
meeting. Any changes or corrections to the meeting summary notes must be
received by the author within ten days. After that date, they will be final.

The meeting was called to order at 3:00 p.m. by Dianne Kresich.

Introductions

Dianne Kresich welcomed all to the meeting.

Project Overview

Dianne provided a brief overview of the Framework Process. The Central Arizona
Framework is one of a series of Framework Studies being conducted statewide. The
Framework Studies will provide the basis for the next update of the ADOT Statewide
Long Range Transportation Plan. The framework studies are Multimodal and include
both the local and state highway system. Rail, transit, and bicycle needs will be
considered for horizon years of 2030 and 2050. Economic implications of the
transportation system plans and concepts will be considered. Environmental
considerations are an important element of the study.

Discussion Points

Please provide us with some background information on recent and on-going
activities and issues with respect to transportation in the area.
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How will the I-10 By-pass study be considered in the Framework process?
Dianne Kresich stated that the I-10 by-pass study identified a need for a new by-
pass corridor, and identified seventeen alternative corridors. A final alternative
recommendation was not made. No additional action is planned for the I-10 by-
pass study at this time. The Town of Queen Creek supports an I-10 by-pass.
Dianne stated that recommendations from the Southern Pinal / Northern Pima
Corridor Definition Study will be considered in the Central Arizona Framework
Study.

The North-South corridor should extend to I-10.

The Queen Creek Small Area Transportation Study included an analysis of the
North-South corridor as a 6-lane freeway. The Queen Creek SATS concluded that
the North-South corridor will require, at a minimum, 8 to 10 lanes if it is to have
any significant benefit to Town of Queen Creek local roadways. Mark Young
emphasized that the North-South corridor should be planned for the future from
day one: HOV lanes should be included from the beginning.

Given that Superstition Vistas encompasses over 200 square miles lane, more
than one freeway should be considered. This area may have a potential
population of more than 1,000,000. More than one freeway will be needed.

Skyline / Bella Vista could potentially serve as connections between the North-
South freeway and an additional north-south freeway (e.g. SR-79, or another
freeway located east of the future North-South corridor).

The North-South corridor will provide greater benefit to the Town of Queen Creek
the further west it is located. Johnson Ranch residents need a high-capacity
corridor so that they do not utilize local streets in Queen Creek as they travel to
work in Maricopa County.

Queen Creek supports the southern-most alternative for the Williams Gateway
Freeway.

The Framework Study should coordinate with the Superstition Vistas project.
Information can be obtained from Jack Telvin, East Valley Partnership.

The Town of Queen Creek does not envision the Arizona Parkway Concept
(indirect left turns at intersections) as feasible from a right-of-way perspective.
They are interested in implementing effective access management to maximize
capacity on 140 feet of right-of-way.

Town of Queen Creek will be adopting the Pinal County Regional Significant
Routes for Safety and Mobility Plan.

Town of Queen Creek Town Council passed a resolution two years ago directing
staff to study public transportation. They are very supportive of the commuter
rail concept. A bus service was previously implemented and subsequently
discontinued because of a lack of ridership. The largest issue is that the system
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only included a single bus that departed with the bus service was that the
departed at 6:00 a.m. and the system only included a single bus. It was not
aggressively advertised. The Town is planning to take another look to identify
transit demand and develop a new transit route with shorter headways as well as
shorter distances.

What urban growth/developments and socio-economic changes do you see occurring
over the next 20 years in your particular locality or region?

= A developer is proposing a development in northeast Queen Creek that would
potentially include a transit hub.

= Pinal County needs several large employment centers, rather than the few that
are identified in the Pinal County Comprehensive Plan which are more akin to
large developments and strip malls than employment centers. Job centers as
identified by CAAG are more in line with what is needed.

= We should capitalize on research and development opportunities. For example,
the Florence Proving Grounds is an asset that could be used to attract military
and other research and development firms that required large undeveloped land
areas.

= The Queen Creek Small Area Transportation Study stated that jobs centers are
the solution to the transportation congestion. Jobs must be provided.

= If the high-population estimates as projected by the Pinal County SATS are ever
realized, additional freeways (in addition to those currently planned - the North-
South Corridor) will be required.

= North-South corridor will need at least 8 to 10 lanes. It should not be used as an
opportunity to ‘skimp on funds.’

= (Capitalize on the natural environment when identifying alignments for new
corridors. Don't force a grid system. New corridors should follow the existing
terrain. A grid system will result in increased maintenance costs during
monsoons, etc. Planning and designing transportation corridors that follow the
terrain will reduce construction costs.

= Is there an opportunity for a commuter rail system on the existing railroad right
of way or for Bus Rapid Transit within the right-of-way of the railroad?

Are there any “fatal flaws” such as economic, physical, environmental constraints or
community concerns that would be an obstacle to the development of new
transportation facilities?

= Archeological studies should be reviewed. Areas that are known to have

significant archeological and cultural resources should be avoided. Known
archeological sites should be mapped, and roads planned to avoid them.
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= Water conservation and harvesting should be a consideration. There is a lot of
watershed that passes through the area.

Are there any special considerations?

* Pinal County is in violation of PM10 more than 200 days per year. Problem areas
should be identified and improvements planned to address them. Existing dirt
roads need to be paved so as to not compromise future funding. It may be more
important to pave a dirt farm road rather than a main street to address PM10
issues.

= Coordinate with the railroad. Currently there are 38 permitted at-grade railroad
crossings. Many more will be required. The Union Pacific does not want
additional at-grade crossings. However, it is unrealistic that Pinal County will be
limited to 38 crossing in the future, and particularly under build-out scenarios.

» The intersection of Sossaman and Germann is a critical point for airport access.
Railroad issues exist at this intersection.

= Queen Creek is planning annexations to capitalize on the North-South Corridor
and on the Williams Gateway Freeway. The Town if considering agreements for
revenue sharing for one mile north and south of the Williams Gateway Freeway.

= A recent news paper article highlighted Mesa / Queen Creek annexation.

* Queen Creek community is very interested in linked trails and open space for use
by pedestrians, cyclists, and equestrians.

= Queen Creek is looking very closely at the Resolution Cooper Land Exchange, and
the proposed recharge of the water into Queen Creek. If the exchange is carried
forward, they would like to see that the same requirements are followed as for
other agency exchanges.

Next Steps
A Technical Advisory Committee meeting will be held on Friday, February 15, 2008.

The information collected today will be summarized and included in a Stakeholder
Summary Report. Input received today will be considered in future Working Papers.
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Adjourn

The meeting adjourned at 4:15 p.m.

Meeting summary notes produced by:

Brent Crowther

Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.
Telephone: 520-615-9191
FAX: 520-615-9292

2210 E. Fort Lowell Road
Tucson, Arizona 85719
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Meeting Summary Notes

Date Produced: February 8, 2008

Meeting: Central Arizona Framework Study, Round One Stakeholder
Interviews, Gila County

Date: February 8, 2008

Location: 734 W. Main Street, Superior, AZ 85273

Purpose: The purpose of the meeting is to conduct Round One
Stakeholder Interview, which focuses on existing conditions and
identification of issues.

Participants: Steve Sanders, Deputy Director, Gila County Public Works
Division
Dianne Kresich, ADOT
Ethan Rauch, DMIM Harris
Dave Perkins, Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.
Brent Crowther, Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.

The following meeting notes are intended to be a summary of the discussions at the
meeting. Any changes or corrections to the meeting summary notes must be
received by the author within ten days. After that date, they will be final.

The meeting was called to order at 9:00 a.m. by Dianne Kresich.

Introductions

Dianne Kresich welcomed Steve Sanders to the meeting.

Project Overview

Dianne provided a brief overview of the Framework Process. The Central Arizona
Framework is one of a series of Framework Studies being conducted statewide. The
Framework Studies will provide the basis for the next update of the ADOT Statewide
Long Range Transportation Plan. The framework studies are Multimodal and include
both the local and state highway system. Rail, transit, and bicycle needs will be
considered for horizon years of 2030 and 2050. Economic implications of the
transportation system plans and concepts will be considered. Environmental
considerations are an important element of the study.

Discussion Points

Please provide us with some background information on recent and on-going

activities and issues with respect to transportation in the area.

= Rail Service: Gila County is currently studying rail serve to connect Miami and
Globe. The service would potentially utilize portions of an existing rail line that
runs from Globe, Arizona to Bouie, New Mexico. Previously, a tourist train (on
loan) ran from Globe, Arizona to the Apache Gold Casino. The on-going rail
service study is considering rail service for both transportation and tourism
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purposes. City of Superior staff will be able to provide more detailed information
with respect to the study. The expanded line will likely be a public/private
partnership.

An acid transfer station north of Globe is under consideration. Currently trucks
utilize US 70. A hazardous materials incident 2 weeks ago underscored the need
for a transfer facility.

Greyhound service between Globe, Arizona and Safford, Arizona was terminated
approximately 2 years. The rail line could potentially serve some of the need
previously served by Greyhound.

The Gila County Small Area Transportation Study (completed in October 2006)
included the entire county. The study was primarily focused on local issues such
as forest service access and local connectivity, and did not address issues
associated with state highways.

There is a desire is to expand US 60 from Superior to Globe. ADOT has
considered by-pass alternative alignments that route the highway to the north.

Geographic expansion of Globe is unlikely, as the City is landlocked by either
National Forest or mining operations.

There are very few county roads. All connectivity is through state highways and
Forest Service roads.

Improvements are being considered for SR 177. The mountains and steep
grades are challenging.

Widening is planned for SR-77 north of Winkelman. The upcoming construction
project will require closing SR-77 for 10 hours per day for a period of 8 months.
Construction will begin in Spring 2008.

Rockfalls are common on SR-77 during rains and snow storms.

Mining operations have significantly increased the traffic on US 60, SR 77, and SR
177.

Funding has not been identified for improvements to US 60 from Superior to
Globe.

US 70 crosses the San Carlos Apache Tribal Community. Crashes are common in
front of the Casino.

West of the Town of Miami, the Pinto Valley intersection has become a significant

issue. There has been discussion of installing a signal or a interchange at this
intersection.
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= A major incident on US 60 between Globe and Miami essentially closes US 60 to
traffic. There are no alternate routes. The Gila County Small Area
Transportation Study discusses a potential by-pass (by improving existing roads)
to provide emergency alternative access during closures of US 60.

» Gila County has considered extending Broad Street to SR 77 or to US 70. CL
Williams and Associates conducted this study. The SATS refers to this study.

= The airport is on the San Carlos Apache Tribal Community. Airport
improvements have been considered.

= The San Carlos Apache Tribal Community has been purchasing land to access the
casino from SR 77 near Dudleyville.

» Gila County has a current pedestrian enhancement project south of Globe. Four
projects, included in the CAAG TIP, will serve to connect local roads (road bridge
projects).

What urban growth/developments and socio-economic changes do you see occurring
over the next 20 years in your particular locality or region?

» There is a proposed land exchange between the U.S. Forest Service and
Resolution Copper that would significantly impact US 60. The land exchange
includes areas south of US 60 to SR 177.

* Mining operations will be the primary economic generator for the next 15 to 20
years. Mining operations are not likely to last 50 years, primarily because of land
constraints. The U.S. Forest Service owns most of the surrounding land.

» Water is abundant in the area. Large aquifers (e.g. Cutter Basin) could support
industrial uses. Land trades with the U.S. Forest Service have been discussed to
support and accommodate industrial development.

Are there any “fatal flaws” such as economic, physical, environmental constraints or

community concerns that would be an obstacle to the development of new

transportation facilities?

= Environmental considerations include the Salt River Canyon to the north, the San
Carolos Apache Tribal Community to the east, and Roosevelt Lake to the
northwest.

= There could be some critical habitat along the Gila or San Pedro Rivers, but Mr.
Sanders is not familiar with the details.

= The geological and topographical constraints of the Salt River Canyon will prohibit
future development and expansion.

» Hayden and Winkelman have previously been challenged with air quality (PM10)
issues. Mr. Sanders is not aware of the current status.
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Next Steps

A Technical Advisory Committee meeting will be held on Friday, February 15, 2008.
The information collected today will be summarized and included in a Stakeholder
Summary Report. Input received today will be considered in future Working Papers.

Adjourn
The meeting adjourned at 10:00 a.m.

Meeting summary notes produced by:
Brent Crowther

Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.
Telephone: 520-615-9191

FAX: 520-615-9292

2210 E. Fort Lowell Road
Tucson, Arizona 85719

107



Meeting Summary Notes

Date Produced: February 8, 2008

Meeting: Central Arizona Framework Study, Round One Stakeholder
Interviews, Town of Superior

Date: February 8, 2008

Location: 734 W. Main Street, Superior, AZ 85273

Purpose: The purpose of the meeting is to conduct Round One
Stakeholder Interview, which focuses on existing conditions and
identification of issues.

Participants: Rebecca Brothers, Town of Superior
Dianne Kresich, ADOT
Ethan Rauch, DMJIM Harris
Dave Perkins, Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.
Brent Crowther, Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.

The following meeting notes are intended to be a summary of the discussions at the
meeting. Any changes or corrections to the meeting summary notes must be
received by the author within ten days. After that date, they will be final.

The meeting was called to order at 2:25 p.m. by Dianne Kresich.

Introductions

Dianne Kresich welcomed Rebecca to the meeting.

Project Overview

Dianne provided a brief overview of the Framework Process. The Central Arizona
Framework is one of a series of Framework Studies being conducted statewide. The
Framework Studies will provide the basis for the next update of the ADOT Statewide
Long Range Transportation Plan. The framework studies are Multimodal and include
both the local and state highway system. Rail, transit, and bicycle needs will be
considered for horizon years of 2030 and 2050. Economic implications of the
transportation system plans and concepts will be considered. Environmental
considerations are an important element of the study.

Discussion Points

What are some of the regional issues that this project (Central Arizona Framework
Study) must address?

= Improvements to US 60 are important. Most people are not supportive of a US
60 by-pass, as they feel it would damage businesses. However, they also
recognize that widening US 60 on its current alignment will also significantly
impact businesses.
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A US 60 by-pass route was not considered in the Gila County Small Area
Transportation Study (SATS) because it is an ADOT roadway. The SATS did not
consider ADOT facilities. The by-pass issue was discussed in a recent Town
Council meeting.

The proposed Resolution Copper land exchange would provide for increased
recreational activities in the area (a rock climbing state park). The land
exchange is viewed as a potential economic generator.

A study was recently commenced to study redevelopment opportunities
associated with the Superior Airport. The study is being conducted by Benham.

Wildan Engineering serves as City Engineer. HDR is currently conducting a SATS
for the Town of Superior. As of now, a bypass has not been addressed in the
SATS.

An economic development committee has been established within the Town.
Rosie Cordova, Town Manager / Town Clerk, is the contact person.

A significant number of crashes have occurred on US 60, particularly at Gonzales
Pass.

The current widening project on US 60 will have an effect of moving the
bottleneck.

Pedestrian crossings over US 60 are needed.

US 60 between Superior and Miami frequently experiences rock falls. When rock
falls occur, they often result in closures of US 60 lasting 3 to 4 hours.

The Town of Superior could see a need for paving Kelvin Highway to connect
Florence to SR 177, near Kelvin. This would connect employment centers in
Florence (Prison) to employment centers in Hayden and Winkelman.

Improvements are planned for SR 177 near Superior. Construction is will begin
in the very near future.

Van Pools (VPSI) are the only transit service in the area.

The Carlotta and BHP mines are just getting underway. These are located in the
Pinto Valley area.

The Queen Creek Trail project will extend from the Arboretum to the mine. The
trail would likely cross onto Main Street at one point. Conceptual design has not
been completed.

A recent Main Street project includes bike lanes, drainage, and sidewalks
improvements. The design was performed by CK Engineering.
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What urban growth/developments and socio-economic changes do you see occurring
over the next 20 years in your particular locality or region?

= The Town is essentially land locked, as it is entirely surrounded by National
Forest Service land.

= There are several businesses that have expressed interest in locating in the 9-
acre industrial park that is located to the northwest of town.

= The City of Superior is in the process of modifying zoning requirements to be
more accommodating to businesses in terms of parking requirements, etc.

Are there any special considerations?

= The proposed Resolution Cooper land exchange would include a clause that
enables redevelopment of the airport.

= Rebecca Brothers will serve as the Technical Advisory Committee Member for the
Framework Study.

Next Steps

A Technical Advisory Committee meeting will be held on Friday, February 15, 2008.
The information collected today will be summarized and included in a Stakeholder
Summary Report. Input received today will be considered in future Working Papers.

Adjourn

The meeting adjourned at 3:00 p.m.

Meeting summary notes produced by:
Brent Crowther

Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.
Telephone: 520-615-9191

FAX: 520-615-9292

2210 E. Fort Lowell Road
Tucson, Arizona 85719
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Meeting Summary Notes

Date Produced: February 14, 2008

Meeting: Central Arizona Framework Study, Round One Stakeholder
Interviews, Town of Hayden

Date: February 14, 2008

Location: 520 Velasco Avenue, Hayden, AZ 85235

Purpose: The purpose of the meeting is to conduct Round One

Stakeholder Interview, which focuses on existing conditions and
identification of issues.

Participants: Laura Romero, Town of Hayden
Robert Lorona, Town of Hayden
Monica Badillo, Town of Hayden
Dianne Kresich, ADOT
Teri Kennedy, ADOT
Ethan Rouch, DMJM Harris
Dave Perkins, Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.
Brent Crowther, Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.

The following meeting notes are intended to be a summary of the discussions at the
meeting. Any changes or corrections to the meeting summary notes must be
received by the author within ten days. After that date, they will be final.

The meeting was called to order at 2:00 p.m., by Dianne Kresich.

Introductions

Dianne Kresich welcomed attendees to the meeting.

Project Overview

Dianne provided a brief overview of the Framework Process. The Central Arizona
Framework is one of a series of Framework Studies being conducted statewide. The
Framework Studies will provide the basis for the next update of the ADOT Statewide
Long Range Transportation Plan. The framework studies are Multimodal and include
both the local and state highway system. Rail, transit, and bicycle needs will be
considered for horizon years of 2030 and 2050. Economic implications of the
transportation system plans and concepts will be considered. Environmental
considerations are an important element of the study.

Discussion Points

What are some of the regional issues that this project (Central Arizona Framework
Study) must address?
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There are no transit services (buses, dial-a-ride) available for residents of Town
of Hayden. People are not aware of transit services available through Pinal
County.

There are a number of services (medical, grocery, etc.) available in Kearny, but
much of it remains inaccessible to residents of Hayden because of a lack of
transit service in the area.

The Town of Hayden would like to improve pedestrian facilities to improve
accessibility to services. Improvements to sidewalks on SR 177 are needed.

There is significant pedestrian activity associated with the reservation. Many
residents of the tribal community walk at night. In addition, children who do not
ride the school bus, or who miss the school bus, must walk along the state
highway, where no pedestrian facilities or lighting are provided.

Improving access to medical attention is critical. Considering the condition of the
highways, it is approximately equal distances to both Apache Junction/Mesa
hospitals and to Northwest Medical Center in Oro Valley, Arizona.

The Town has noticed a considerable decrease in HURF funding as compared to
several years ago. They previously received several hundred thousand dollars
per year, but currently only receive approximately $15,000 per year.

The softball field/park is a major attraction. Improvements are needed to
roadways that access the park.

Turning lanes are needed on SR 177 between Kearny and Hayden.

Truck traffic has increased significantly with the increase in mining operations.
There have been several crashes at the intersection of SR 77 / SR 177. Poor
signage may be a reason. The southbound sign does not adequately warn

motorists that the lane is ending. Traffic headed north to Show Low and other
cities all pass through this intersection.

What urban growth/developments and socio-economic changes do you see occurring
over the next 20 years in your particular locality or region?

Additional housing is being constructed to accommodate demand from mining
activity.

A significant obstacle to economic development in town is that the downtown
district is owned by a single land owner, who has demonstrated little interest in
redevelopment.

Land surrounding the Town is primarily owned by Asarco.
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= They understand that a new casino is in the planning stages, but they have not
received additional information about the casino for several months.

» The Town is concerned about the planned construction on US 60. The
reconstruction could significantly improve travel time. It may take employees
that normally have a 5-minute drive more than 1 %2 hours or to commute to work
because of closures, etc.

Are there environmental concerns that you would like to express?

» Asarco will be commencing a large clean-up of a hazardous materials site. The
Town of Hayden is working with Asarco for rather than be designated as a super-
fund site. Asarco is working with EPA to clean up areas which EPA and ADEQ is
concerned. Some areas of town have areas of high arsenic. EPA has 2 or 3
monitoring stations (air).

Are there others that should be involved in this study?

* Monica Badillo should be the contact for Hayden. Her email is
mbadillo3@yahoo.com.

Are there any other issues you would like to express?

= Sidewalks and lighting are the most important issue between Hayden and
Winkelman.

Next Steps

A Technical Advisory Committee meeting will be held on Friday, February 15, 2008.
The information collected today will be summarized and included in a Stakeholder
Summary Report. Input received today will be considered in future Working Papers.

Adjourn
The meeting adjourned at 2:50 p.m.

Meeting summary notes produced by:
Brent Crowther

Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.
Telephone: 520-615-9191

FAX: 520-615-9292

2210 E. Fort Lowell Road
Tucson, Arizona 85719
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Meeting Summary Notes

Date Produced: February 14, 2008

Meeting: Central Arizona Framework Study, Round One Stakeholder
Interviews, Town of Kearny

Date: February 14, 2008

Location: 520 Velasco Avenue, Hayden, AZ 85235

Purpose: The purpose of the meeting is to conduct Round One
Stakeholder Interview, which focuses on existing conditions and
identification of issues.

Participants: Gary Eide, Town Manager, Town of Kearny
Sheila Stevens, Council Member, Town of Kearny
Dianne Kresich, ADOT
Teri Kennedy, ADOT TPD
Ethan Rauch, DMJM Harris
Dave Perkins, Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.
Brent Crowther, Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.

The following meeting notes are intended to be a summary of the discussions at the
meeting. Any changes or corrections to the meeting summary notes must be
received by the author within ten days. After that date, they will be final.

The meeting was called to order at 10:00 a.m., by Dianne Kresich.

Introductions

Dianne Kresich welcomed all to the meeting.

Project Overview

Dianne provided a brief overview of the Framework Process. The Central Arizona
Framework is one of a series of Framework Studies being conducted statewide. The
Framework Studies will provide the basis for the next update of the ADOT Statewide
Long Range Transportation Plan. The framework studies are Multimodal and include
both the local and state highway system. Rail, transit, and bicycle needs will be
considered for horizon years of 2030 and 2050. Economic implications of the
transportation system plans and concepts will be considered. Environmental
considerations are an important element of the study.

Discussion Points

What are some of the regional issues that this project (Central Arizona Framework
Study) must address?

= Mr. Eide asked about the statewide vote for a funding formula and that he
understands that the vote cannot take place in 2009 because of legislative
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constraints, and that the governor does not want the vote in 2010. Dianne
responded that the statewide critical needs analysis (an on-going activity that is
being conducted in parallel to the Framework Studies) will provide input to the
Governor'’s Office.

Kearny population is approximately 2,280. Build out population is 4,800.

Kearny serves as the ‘mini-center of activity’ in the area. Kearny operates the
EMS and 911 dispatch centers, and Kearny manages police services in both
Hayden and Winkelman.

This area of the state is experiencing high growth as a result of the mining boom.
From a demographic perspective, Kearny has the highest family wage level in
Pinal County, and has one of the highest wage levels in the state.

While the mining industry is currently in a state of explosive growth, it is a very
cyclical industry.

The rapid increase in mining activity has also resulted in several challenges:
traffic volumes have increased significantly, a housing shortage has resulted in
significant increases to home prices.

Asarco is the area’s largest employer. Many employees of Asarco commute and
to and from Tucson, Mesa, and Apache Junction. Traffic is particularly
pronounced during shift changes.

Town of Kearny currently has a small subdivision under construction (Mountain
Vistas) consisting of approximately 100 units. Kearny has invested significantly
in its utilities, and is prepared to accommodate the growth in housing. Kearny
expects that additional small-scale subdivisions will continue to be constructed.

SR 177 near Superior contains some of the steepest grades of highway in the
state highway system. Crash levels are increasing on SR-177. Many are a result
of vehicles trying to pass slow-moving trucks on steep grades.

ADOT currently does not have funding to construct passing lanes. There was a
recent safety project that consisted of overlay and guardrail, but the shoulders
are only 2.5 feet and do not allow room for a vehicle to pull off of the road.

SR 177 improvements planned for next year primarily consist of shoulder
widening and guard rail. Passing lanes are not included.

A state park (Copper State Park) has been proposed as part of the Resolution
Copper land exchange. Copper State Park, located on the Gila County / Pinal
County line, will be accessible from Kearny. It will ultimately become one of the
premier rock climbing parks in the country, potentially attracting 150,000 visitors
per year.
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= Town of Kearny is a supporter of the proposed land exchange. If the land
exchange receives Congressional approval, it will take an additional 5 years to
develop the park. No funding source or funding mechanism has been finalized.
The March/April timeframe will be telling, as Resolution Copper will need to make
a major financial decision that will impact the land exchange.

= Town of Kearny has created an off-road ATV park that includes camp sites and a
lake. Kearny is trying to diversify its economy from mining.

What transportation improvements are needed, in your opinion?

» Improvements are needed to SR 177. Passing lanes are needed to accommodate
large truck traffic. Left hand turn lanes are needed.

= Improvements are needed to Florence-Kelvin Highway. This roadway is
currently an unimproved road. Town of Kearny supports the designation of
Florence-Kelvin Highway as a Pinal County Route of Regional Significance. A
number of people are currently using Florence-Kelvin Highway as an alternate to
US 60, and particularly when SR-177 is closed because of crashes. The county
has gradually been working towards paving this road.

= The US 60 by-pass is of concern. Town of Kearny would like the by-pass to run
south of Superior, which would improve access to Town of Kearny.

= As improvements are completed to US 60, accessibility to the Mesa area has
improved. Many travel to Mesa for services (medical, shopping, etc.) rather than
to Globe.

= The SR 77 corridor in southern Pinal County will be a very large growth area.
Mammoth is currently collaborating with a developer on water and sewer issues
for a large development. SR 77 between San Manuel and Tucson is in good
condition, as several safety improvements have been completed in recent years.

= Mining operations currently operate 14 trains per day between the smelter in
Hayden and the Ray mine. The rail line ultimately connects with the Union
Pacific line in Florence.

» The Town of Kearny operates a van pool that is primarily used by senior citizens.

= Town of Kearny participated in the Pinal County in the Pinal County Parks, Trails,
and Open Space master plan.

= There was a previous proposal for a tourist train between Florence and
Hayden/Winkelman. The Town of Florence and the railroad completed some
preliminary feasibility analysis.

= All terrain vehicle crossings of SR 177 are an issue. Crossings of SR 177 for all
terrain vehicles are needed. As traffic volumes increase, pedestrian and non-
motorized considerations will become more significant.
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What urban growth/developments and socio-economic changes do you see occurring
over the next 20 years in your particular locality or region?

As statewide growth continues, the Tucson and Phoenix metropolitan areas
continue to approach closer to the region. This growth brings both good and bad
change. Town of Kearny has committed to managing and accommodating growth
as best as they can.

A significant change as a result of growth is that a large number of people live in
Kearny and commute to work in either Tucson or Mesa, and elsewhere in Pinal
County. A large number of people commute from Town of Kearny to Florence to
work in the prisons.

The Town has commuter shuttles to transport commuter to and from Florence.
However, the commute times can vary because of the trucks going to Florence.

Town of Kearny wants to continue to grow, but they want to effectively manage
growth. They have invested heavily in utilities to efficiently accommodate the
growth.

Improving accessibility of medical care in the region is an important goal. Town
of Kearny envisions becoming the center of healthcare for the region.

Are there environmental concerns that you would like to express?

Air quality, and specifically PM10, will emerge as a significant issue in the near
future.

Cultural resources / Indian ruins are a major consideration in the area.

There are areas of critical habitat for the southwestern fly catcher and the pygmy
owl in the area.

Next Steps

A Technical Advisory Committee meeting will be held on Friday, February 15, 2008.
The information collected today will be summarized and included in a Stakeholder
Summary Report. Input received today will be considered in future Working Papers.
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Adjourn

The meeting adjourned at 11:00 a.m.

Meeting summary notes produced by:

Brent Crowther

Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.
Telephone: 520-615-9191
FAX: 520-615-9292

2210 E. Fort Lowell Road
Tucson, Arizona 85719
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Meeting Summary Notes

Date Produced: February 15, 2008

Meeting: Central Arizona Framework Study, Round One Stakeholder
Interviews, Pinal County

Date: February 15, 2008

Location: Anthem Parkside Community Center
3200 N. Anthem Way, Florence, Arizona

Purpose: The purpose of the meeting is to conduct Round One
Stakeholder Interview, which focuses on existing conditions and
identification of issues.

Participants: Doug Hansen, Pinal County
David Maestas, Pinal County
Dianne Kresich, ADOT
Teri Kennedy, ADOT
Ethan Rauch, DMJM Harris
Dave Perkins, Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.
Brent Crowther, Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.

The following meeting notes are intended to be a summary of the discussions at the
meeting. Any changes or corrections to the meeting summary notes must be
received by the author within ten days. After that date, they will be final.

The meeting was called to order at 1:30 p.m.

Introductions

Dianne Kresich welcomed attendees to the meeting.

Project Overview

Dianne provided a brief overview of the Framework Process. The Central Arizona
Framework is one of a series of Framework Studies being conducted statewide. The
Framework Studies will provide the basis for the next update of the ADOT Statewide
Long Range Transportation Plan. The framework studies are Multimodal and include
both the local and state highway system. Rail, transit, and bicycle needs will be
considered for horizon years of 2030 and 2050. Economic implications of the
transportation system plans and concepts will be considered. Environmental
considerations are an important element of the study.

Discussion Points

What are some of the regional issues that this project (Central Arizona Framework
Study) must address?
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Pinal County Regionally Significant Route for Safety and Mobility Plan: The
County has received considerable resistance from the development community
on access management elements of the plan. The study is anticipated to be
presented to the Board of Supervisors at the end of March. The County has
been working developers and have resolved many of their concerns (though not
to the developers complete satisfaction), with exception to access management
at corner properties. The City of Maricopa is standing firm in their support of the
plan. The lines on the map are generally accepted, through some changes may
be made to interchange areas in the Casa Grande area.

The State Transportation Board will be issuing a letter of support for the Pinal
County Regionally Significant Route for Safety and Mobility Plan.

Coordination with the Arizona State Land Department will be critical to future
development of the North-South Corridor and with the Williams Gateway
Corridor.

The US 60 (Gold Canyon) Re route is a priority corridor. From a transportation
planning perspective, they would like to see the North-South corridor progress.

Pinal County would like to see the Williams Gateway / 802 be extended to
Ironwood Drive. It does not make sense to stop the Williams Gateway Freeway at
the county line / Meridian Road. The corridor ultimately needs to extend to the
North-South Corridor, and then south to the Florence area.

Most of the County’s current and future CIP projects are in the Hunt Highway to
Williams Gateway area, because that is where some significant needs are.

The county has not heard of discussions about a new regional airport. They are
not sure that another regional airport would be viable because of the proximity of
the Williams Gateway Airport.

Pinal County views the Gila River Indian Community as a ‘park’ and is planning
facilities to circumvent the community. While the county is not drawing arrows
and lines directed towards the Gila River Indian Community, the county
understands that GRIC does not want to be left out of planning efforts.

Regarding a proposal for a new transportation corridor located east of the
proposed North-South corridor, the County feels that land ownership would be a
significant challenge.

The Pinal County SATS and the Pinal County RSR both assumed that state
highways would ultimately be improved to six lane facilities. However, they
recognize that uncertainty exists regarding the feasibility of improving/widening
state highways that pass through the Gila River Indian Community

Pinal County is preparing a scope of work for a transit study. A key element of
this study would be to identify park and ride locations. They will also be looking
at a transit loop system, as they feel that the study completed for Maricopa
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County and northern Pinal County did not adequately address this. The Pinal
County transit scope of work will identify potential connections between the cities
within the county (Coolidge, Florence, Maricopa, Queen Creek, etc.)

What transportation improvements are needed, in your opinion?

= Pinal County has discussed the feasibility of implementing a transit corridor along
Hunt Highway. Right-of-way constraints are challenging in this corridor.

= Florence Kelvin Highway is planned as a mid-term improvement (10 to 20 year
horizon). This corridor has several environmental challenges (fish, national
historic bridge).

= Park Link Drive is a priority corridor. Realignment of this corridor will be
necessary to coordinate with I-10 DCR interchange locations.

= In the San Manuel area, there is rail right-of-way that has the potential to be
converted trails. This could be tied into the Arizona Trail.

= There is abandoned railway heading north out of Oro Valley (narrow gauge rail).
Kent Taylor, Pinal County Open Space / Trails planner, may have more
information about this.

Are there any “fatal flaws” such as economic, physical, environmental constraints or

community concerns that would be an obstacle to the development of new

transportation facilities?

= XXX

Are there environmental concerns that you would like to express?

= New corridors that pass through planned open space (as identified by Pinal
County Trails and Open Space Plan) should be avoided. New corridors should
generally not pass through these designated areas, although some exceptions
may arise.

» The future of Reddington Pass / I-10 by pass is unclear. The environmental
challenges are significant.
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Next Steps

The information collected today will be summarized and included in a Stakeholder

Summary Report. Input received today will be considered in future Working Papers.

Adjourn
The meeting adjourned at 2:50 p.m.

Meeting summary notes produced by:
Brent Crowther

Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.
Telephone: 520-615-9191

FAX: 520-615-9292

2210 E. Fort Lowell Road
Tucson, Arizona 85719
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Meeting Summary Notes

Date Produced: February 26, 2008

Meeting: Central Arizona Framework Study, Round One Stakeholder
Interviews, CAAG

Date: February 26, 2008

Location: Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.
2210 E. Fort Lowell Road, Tucson, Arizona

Purpose: The purpose of the meeting is to conduct Round One
Stakeholder Interview, which focuses on existing conditions and
identification of issues.

Participants: Bill Leister, CAAG
Cherie Campbell, PAG
John Liosatos, PAG
Dianne Kresich, ADOT
Ethan Rauch, DMJM Harris
Dave Perkins, Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.
Jiaxin Tong, Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.

The following meeting notes are intended to be a summary of the discussions at the
meeting. Any changes or corrections to the meeting summary notes must be
received by the author within ten days. After that date, they will be final.

The meeting was called to order at 9 a.m. by Dianne Kresich.

Introductions

Dianne Kresich welcomed attendees to the meeting.

Project Overview

Dianne provided a brief overview of the Framework Process. The Central Arizona
Framework is one of a series of Framework Studies being conducted statewide. The
Framework Studies will provide the basis for the next update of the ADOT Statewide
Long Range Transportation Plan. The framework studies are Multimodal and include
both the local and state highway system. Rail, transit, and bicycle needs will be
considered for horizon years of 2030 and 2050. Economic implications of the
transportation system plans and concepts will be considered. Environmental
considerations are an important element of the study.

Discussion Points

What are some of the regional issues that this project (Central Arizona Framework
Study) must address?
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= An East-West Corridor is needed to relieve US-60. An option may be to extend
I-8 to the New Mexico Border.

» There is significant truck traffic on US 60 near Superior. The number of lanes
decreases to 2 lanes in this area. New roads are needed between Superior and
Miami.

= Additional capacity is needed on I-10, particularly between Riggs Road and the
Loop 202.

» SR 79 needs to be improved. The Town of Mammoth is considering constructing
a by-pass to accommodate new development.

» The proposed North-South Corridor is considered the first priority by CAAG. A
new east-west corridor is the second highest priority.

= While new east-west capacity is needed, the I-10 by-pass, as it was framed (as a
by-pass), is not a good idea.

» Additional analysis tools for commercial vehicle/ truck traffic is needed, including
a statewide commercial vehicle/truck traffic demand model.

» Additional outreach needs to be extended to the Tribal communities. The Tribal
communities remain hesitant to become engaged in the transportation planning
process. Their primary concern is that their lands will be taken away through
corridor right-of-way acquisition.

= A significant dichotomy exists between Gila County and Pinal County. Pinal
County is experiencing rapid growth (even too much), while Gila County is not.

= CAAG is currently preparing population projections. They maintain a
development database.

New transportation facilities (transit, airports/aviation, rail, bicycle/pedestrian)

= Regional transit service is very costly. A comprehensive regional transit service
would require significant subsidies to support it.

= CAAG supports a new regional airport if it would prove to be economically viable.

What urban growth/developments and socio-economic changes do you see occurring
over the next 20 years in your particular locality or region?

= Double tracking and siding of the Union Pacific Railroad is needed to foster
economic development in the region.

Are there any other issues you would like to express?
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» The State Transportation Board should include a representative from the CAAG /
Pinal County region.

Next Steps

The information collected today will be summarized and included in a Stakeholder

Summary Report. Input received today will be considered in future Working Papers.

Adjourn
The meeting adjourned at 9:55 a.m.

Meeting summary notes produced by:
Jiaxin Tong

Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.
Telephone: 520-615-9191

FAX: 520-615-9292

2210 E. Fort Lowell Road
Tucson, Arizona 85719
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Meeting Summary Notes

Date Produced: February 26, 2008

Meeting: Central Arizona Framework Study, Round One Stakeholder
Interviews, Town of Marana

Date: February 26, 2008

Location: Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.
2210 E. Fort Lowell Road, Tucson, Arizona

Purpose: The purpose of the meeting is to conduct Round One
Stakeholder Interview, which focuses on existing conditions and
identification of issues.

Participants: Fernando Prol, Town of Marana
Brian Varney, Town of Marana
Paul Popelka, Town of Marana
Cherie Campbell, PAG
John Liosatos, PAG
Dianne Kresich, ADOT
Ethan Rauch, DMJM Harris
Dave Perkins, Kimley-Horn
Jiaxin Tong, Kimley-Horn

The following meeting notes are intended to be a summary of the discussions at the
meeting. Any changes or corrections to the meeting summary notes must be
received by the author within ten days. After that date, they will be final.

The meeting was called to order at 1:30 p.m. by Dianne Kresich.

Introductions

Dianne Kresich welcomed attendees to the meeting.

Project Overview

Dianne provided a brief overview of the Framework Process. The Central Arizona
Framework is one of a series of Framework Studies being conducted statewide. The
Framework Studies will provide the basis for the next update of the ADOT Statewide
Long Range Transportation Plan. The framework studies are Multimodal and include
both the local and state highway system. Rail, transit, and bicycle needs will be
considered for horizon years of 2030 and 2050. Economic implications of the
transportation system plans and concepts will be considered. Environmental
considerations are an important element of the study.

Discussion Points

What are some of the regional issues that this project (Central Arizona Framework
Study) must address?

126



Several new I-10 interchanges will have been funded for construction at the
Tangerine, Twin Peaks, and Tortolita interchanges. These interchanges are in
response to large commercial, retail, and residential developments near the new
interchanges.

Tangerine Road and Twin Peaks interchanges are critical to the economy
development of the area.

What transportation improvements are needed, in your opinion?

The town supports Avra Valley Corridor as recommended in the ADOT Corridor
Definition Study and supports the Tucson-Phoenix by-pass alternative which runs
through Avra Valley.

The town supports passenger rail between Tucson and Phoenix.

The town is updating its Master Transportation Plan. A Transportation Strategic
Plan and Transit Plan will be finished in 2008. The town will incorporate bike and
pedestrian plan into its strategic plan. The Transit Plan will include circulation and
connection to SunTran routes.

Improvements to existing facilities?

Improvement to Tangerine Road will be identified in a Tangerine Road DCR which
is scheduled in 2008. The town of Marana wants future Tangerine Road to be a
six-lane arterial with 350’ right-of-way instead of a freeway.

New Tangerine interchange will be located approximately 2,500’ north of the
existing interchange location. The structure and cross road at the existing
interchange will be retained however, ramps will be relocated to the new
interchange. The interchange will provide for Tangerine Road continuity to the
west.

Alternate modes transportation facilities (transit, airports/aviation, rail,
bicycle/pedestrian)

The historic De Anza Trail along the Santa Cruz River is being accommodated by
the Twin Peaks interchange project.

The town is served by the Northwest Marana Airport and the Pinal Airpark both of
which meet the needs of the town at this time.

What urban growth/developments and socio-economic changes do you see occurring
over the next 20 years in your particular locality or region?

900,000 sq ft of commercial complex will be developed at Tangerine/I-10.

6,500 houses plus commercial are to be built close to Tortolita interchange.
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= 22,000-acre open space is preserved for development close to the Pinal/Pima
County boundary.

= 200-acre development, with 1/3 commercial use, 1/3 mixed use and 1/3 high-
density-residential use, is planned at the uptown of Marana.

= A fairly intense employment center will be developed in Pinal Air Park and
another industrial development is to be built at northwest of Marana.

= Major retail/commercial power center and major residential development will be
built near the Twin Peaks interchange.

Next Steps

Technical Advisory Committee meetings will be held to keep stakeholders informed
on study progress. The information collected today will be summarized and included
in a Stakeholder Summary Report. Input received today will be considered in future
Working Papers.

Adjourn
The meeting adjourned at 2:15 p.m.

Meeting summary notes produced by:
Jiaxin Tong

Kimley-Horn

Telephone: 520-615-9191

FAX: 520-615-9292

2210 E. Fort Lowell Road
Tucson, Arizona 85719
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Meeting Summary Notes

Date Produced: February 26, 2008

Meeting: Central Arizona Framework Study, Round One Stakeholder
Interviews, Pima County

Date: February 26, 2008

Location: Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.
2210 E. Fort Lowell Road, Tucson, Arizona

Purpose: The purpose of the meeting is to conduct Round One
Stakeholder Interview, which focuses on existing conditions and
identification of issues.

Participants: Jonathan Crowe, Pima County
Cherie Campbell, PAG
John Liosatos, PAG
Dianne Kresich, ADOT
Ethan Rauch, DMJM Harris
Dave Perkins, Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.
Jiaxin Tong, Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.

The following meeting notes are intended to be a summary of the discussions at the
meeting. Any changes or corrections to the meeting summary notes must be
received by the author within ten days. After that date, they will be final.

The meeting was called to order at 2:30 p.m. by Dianne Kresich.

Introductions

Dianne Kresich welcomed attendees to the meeting.

Project Overview

Dianne provided a brief overview of the Framework Process. The Central Arizona
Framework is one of a series of Framework Studies being conducted statewide. The
Framework Studies will provide the basis for the next update of the ADOT Statewide
Long Range Transportation Plan. The framework studies are Multimodal and include
both the local and state highway system. Rail, transit, and bicycle needs will be
considered for horizon years of 2030 and 2050. Economic implications of the
transportation system plans and concepts will be considered. Environmental
considerations are an important element of the study.

Discussion Points

What are some of the regional issues that this project (Central Arizona Framework
Study) must address?
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» SR-77 congestion is a big issue for the county, who does not support a parallel
reliever road for SR-77 west of SR-77 near Oro Valley. The county considers that
impacts to the Tortolita Preserve to be significant and intends to expand the
current Preserve boundaries as a Regional Transportation Authority project (see
attached letter). The county supports transit and other alternate modes in the
SR-77 corridor as a means of demand management. The county suggested that
a parallel corridor east of SR-77 should also be considered.

= Pima County does not support the Tucson-Phoenix by-pass alternative in Avra
Valley and a similar corridor recommended in the PAG Loop Study.

What transportation improvements are needed, in your opinion?

» Pima County agrees that congestion on SR-77 is an issue that needs to be
resolved.

Improvements to existing facilities?

= Currently, design is underway to widen La Cholla Boulevard including the
construction of a bridge over the Rillito River, from River Road to Ruthrauff Road.
This project will result in a need for improvements on Ruthrauff Road from La
Cholla to I-10 including construction of a grade separation of the railroad east of
I-10.

= Construction is underway of improvements to Magee Road corridor including
removal of the offset at the intersection of Magee-La Cholla.

New transportation facilities (transit, airports/aviation, rail, bicycle/pedestrian)

* The county does not feel that passenger rail between Phoenix and Tucson will
have an impact on its ability to provide transportation services to its constituents.

= The county has a large pedestrian/bicycle program, which includes bike lane
construction as a part of all roadway widening projects, multi-use path
construction, education, and public out-reach program.

= The county participates in providing transit services in Pima County.

Next Steps

Technical Advisory Committee meetings will be held to keep stakeholders informed
on study progress. The information collected today will be summarized and included
in a Stakeholder Summary Report. Input received today will be considered in future
Working Papers.
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Adjourn

The meeting adjourned at 3:20 p.m.

Meeting summary notes produced by:

Jiaxin Tong

Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.
Telephone: 520-615-9191
FAX: 520-615-9292

2210 E. Fort Lowell Road
Tucson, Arizona 85719
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Meeting Summary Notes

Date Produced: February 26, 2008

Meeting: Central Arizona Framework Study, Round One Stakeholder
Interviews, Casa Grande

Date: February 26, 2008

Location: Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.
2210 E. Fort Lowell Road, Tucson, Arizona

Purpose: The purpose of the meeting is to conduct Round One
Stakeholder Interview, which focuses on existing conditions and
identification of issues.

Participants: Kevin Louis, City of Casa Grande (via teleconference)
Cherie Campbell, PAG
John Liosatos, PAG
Dianne Kresich, ADOT
Ethan Rauch, DMJM Harris
Dave Perkins, Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.
Jiaxin Tong, Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.

The following meeting notes are intended to be a summary of the discussions at the
meeting. Any changes or corrections to the meeting summary notes must be
received by the author within ten days. After that date, they will be final.

The meeting was called to order at 8:00 a.m.

Introductions

Dianne Kresich welcomed attendees to the meeting.

Project Overview

Dianne provided a brief overview of the Framework Process. The Central Arizona
Framework is one of a series of Framework Studies being conducted statewide. The
Framework Studies will provide the basis for the next update of the ADOT Statewide
Long Range Transportation Plan. The framework studies are Multimodal and include
both the local and state highway system. Rail, transit, and bicycle needs will be
considered for horizon years of 2030 and 2050. Economic implications of the
transportation system plans and concepts will be considered. Environmental
considerations are an important element of the study.

Discussion Points

What are some of the regional issues that this project (Central Arizona Framework
Study) must address?
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» The locations of I-10 interchanges need to be determined. The City is planning
to upgrade Val Vista Blvd to an expressway, from Montgomery Road to I-10.

= The study must consider how to maximize the efficiency of I-10 and I-8.

= The city will assume responsibility of (take-back) SR-287 and SR-387 after ADOT
brings them up to standard.

= The City is currently conducting an impact fees update study. Creative funding
sources will be identified.

= The city of Casa Grande supports an I-10, Tucson to Phoenix by-pass. This by-
pass will be important to the commercial vehicle industry.

What transportation improvements are needed, in your opinion?

» The City of Casa Grande will be conducting a corridor study for Val Vista Blvd
from Anderson Rd to I-10. The concept is to upgrade the Val Vista corridor to an
expressway between Montgomery Road and I-10. The concept is to construct the
expressway on 300’ (potentially 400") right-of-way, with 3 lanes in each
direction, landscape-type median and limited access.

= The City of Casa Grande Mayor and Council have adopted the Pinal County
Regionally Significant Routes Plan with conditions: (1) for principal arterials, the
city adopted a 140’ cross-section rather than the county’s 150’ cross-section, (2)
the City reserved more flexibility in access management guidelines to address
existing conditions.

New transportation facilities (transit, airports/aviation, rail, bicycle/pedestrian)

= A new regional airport is needed. The facility should be located close to a major
transportation facility (e.g. I-10 or I-8).

= Regional transit is needed on the I-10 corridor. Passenger rail should be
considered on the North-South corridor.

= The City of Casa Grande will be conducting a transit study for local service within
the next two years.

» The City of Casa Grande has recently completed a recreation master plan, and is
currently conducting a trails plan. Trails are a valuable selling point for the
community. The trails plan will need to address safe pedestrian crossings of I-10
and I-8. The trails should also avoid principal arterials.

What urban growth/developments and socio-economic changes do you see occurring
over the next 20 years in your particular locality or region?

= The City of Casa Grande wants to improve rail access to industrial areas.
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» I-10 and I-8 are important to the economic development of the area. The
planned local transportation systems will distribute traffic to and from I-10 and I-
8.

Are there environmental concerns that you would like to express?
= Water quality is a significant concern for the City of Casa Grande.

= Air quality and PM10 issues are significant. The City intends to be proactive with
dust control, and will address gravel roads.

Are there others that should be involved in this study?

= It is important to engage elected officials early on in the study. This may simply
consist of sending the project information (scope of work, fact sheet, etc.). They
should be informed of the role that they will play.

Are there any other issues you would like to express?

» The City of Casa Grande is concerned that plans being developed by the
Framework studies could contradict or overlap existing City plans.

Next Steps

The information collected today will be summarized and included in a Stakeholder
Summary Report. Input received today will be considered in future Working Papers.

Adjourn
The meeting adjourned at 8:50 a.m.

Meeting summary notes produced by:
Jiaxin Tong

Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.
Telephone: 520-615-9191

FAX: 520-615-9292

2210 E. Fort Lowell Road
Tucson, Arizona 85719
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Meeting Summary Notes

Date Produced: February 26, 2008

Meeting: Central Arizona Framework Study, Round One Stakeholder
Interviews, Oro Valley

Date: February 26, 2008

Location: Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.
2210 E. Fort Lowell Road, Tucson, Arizona

Purpose: The purpose of the meeting is to conduct Round One
Stakeholder Interview, which focuses on existing conditions and
identification of issues.

Participants: Paul Keesler, Oro Valley
Craig Civalier, Oro Valley
Sarah Moore, Oro Valley
Cherie Campbell, PAG
John Liosatos, PAG
Dianne Kresich, ADOT
Ethan Rauch, DMJM Harris
Dave Perkins, Kimley-Horn
Jiaxin Tong, Kimley-Horn

The following meeting notes are intended to be a summary of the discussions at the
meeting. Any changes or corrections to the meeting summary notes must be
received by the author within ten days. After that date, they will be final.

The meeting was called to order at 12:30 p.m.

Introductions

Dianne Kresich welcomed attendees to the meeting.

Project Overview

Dianne provided a brief overview of the Framework Process. The Central Arizona
Framework is one of a series of Framework Studies being conducted statewide. The
Framework Studies will provide the basis for the next update of the ADOT Statewide
Long Range Transportation Plan. The framework studies are Multimodal and include
both the local and state highway system. Rail, transit, and bicycle needs will be
considered for horizon years of 2030 and 2050. Economic implications of the
transportation system plans and concepts will be considered. Environmental
considerations are an important element of the study.

Discussion Points

What are some of the regional issues that this project (Central Arizona Framework
Study) must address?
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= Oracle Road is the number one concern for the Town of Oro Valley. Studies show
that even 12 lanes are not adequate to meet the future demand of traffic.
Alternatives must be identified.

= Any new Oracle Road / SR-77 alternative corridor will have to address access
management, environmental sensitivity, land use impacts, and open space
preservation.

» A multimodal corridor of SR-77 is of great importance to the area. It is expected
to have a multiuse path, bike lanes, park-and-ride, circulation transit, Suntran
extension, bus rapid transit, and a transit stop at Tangerine/Oracle.

= With land development SR-79 will need improvement as well.

» The Town does not support a Park Link Corridor, as people are not going to travel
north en route to Tucson, but will use Tangerine Road.

*» Planned developments in the Mammoth will require improvements to SR 77.
What transportation improvements are needed, in your opinion?

* A new corridor west of SR-77 from Tucson to Oro Valley is needed to relieve the
congestion on SR-77. The town wants such a corridor with transit that is access
limited, environmentally sensitive, well designed, and has no impact on land use.
It should be planned as a parkway through the area rather than a commercial
corridor.

= The Town supports light-rail transit on SR-77.

= A DCR funded by RTA is being considered for Tangerine Road from La Canada to
I-10. The town of Oro Valley supports a four-lane freeway.

New transportation facilities (transit, airports/aviation, rail, bicycle/pedestrian)
= A new regional airport is needed in Pinal County.

* The town supports a multimodal transit system, which incorporates both light rail
transit and bus rapid transit. The transit circulation system should provide access
to schools, local shopping and libraries. A transit center should be considered.

What urban growth/developments and socio-economic changes do you see occurring
over the next 20 years in your particular locality or region?

* The Arizona State Land Department has proposed a new development north of
Town of Oro Valley, known as Arroyo Grande. This development may include
more than 10,000 homes. As this development is planned, the potential impacts
to SR-77 must be considered. Multimodal alternatives must be considered. This
development should include village and employment centers.
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Are there any other issues you would like to express?
» It is time to acquire the ultimate right-of-way for needed future corridors.
= New corridors will invariably impact development patterns.

» Infrastructure and capacity are fundamental to the land use decisions.

Next Steps

The information collected today will be summarized and included in a Stakeholder

Summary Report. Input received today will be considered in future Working Papers.

Adjourn
The meeting adjourned at 1:25 p.m.

Meeting summary notes produced by:
Jiaxin Tong

Kimley-Horn

Telephone: 520-615-9191

FAX: 520-615-9292

2210 E. Fort Lowell Road
Tucson, Arizona 85719
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Meeting Summary Notes

Date Produced: February 26, 2008

Meeting: Central Arizona Framework Study, Round One Stakeholder
Interviews, Tohono O‘odham Nation

Date: February 26, 2008

Location: Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.
2210 E. Fort Lowell Road, Tucson, Arizona

Purpose: The purpose of the meeting is to conduct Round One
Stakeholder Interview, which focuses on existing conditions and
identification of issues.

Participants: Fred Stevens, Tohono O’‘'odham Nation
Cherie Campbell, PAG
John Liosatos, PAG
Dianne Kresich, ADOT
Ethan Rauch, DMJM Harris
Dave Perkins, Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.
Jiaxin Tong, Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.

The following meeting notes are intended to be a summary of the discussions at the
meeting. Any changes or corrections to the meeting summary notes must be
received by the author within ten days. After that date, they will be final.

The meeting was called to order at 11:30 a.m. by Dianne Kresich.

Introductions

Dianne Kresich welcomed attendees to the meeting.

Project Overview

Dianne provided a brief overview of the Framework Process. The Central Arizona
Framework is one of a series of Framework Studies being conducted statewide. The
Framework Studies will provide the basis for the next update of the ADOT Statewide
Long Range Transportation Plan. The framework studies are Multimodal and include
both the local and state highway system. Rail, transit, and bicycle needs will be
considered for horizon years of 2030 and 2050. Economic implications of the
transportation system plans and concepts will be considered. Environmental
considerations are an important element of the study.

Discussion Points

What are some of the regional issues that this project (Central Arizona Framework
Study) must address?
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= SR-86 needs improvement and maintenance as oversized trucks divert from I-10
and travel through the Nation on Federal (BIA) roads which are unpaved and not
suitable for truck traffic.

= Two Federal routes on tribal lands need attention. One is FR-15 and the other is
FR-422. These routes serve as bus routes for children traveling from the Nation
to schools in Maricopa.

What transportation improvements are needed, in your opinion?

= Public transportation is needed on tribal lands.

= New transportation facilities (transit, airports/aviation, rail, bicycle/pedestrian)
are needed.

Improvements to existing facilities?
= SR-86 and SR-386 need improvement.

= There is only one small airport in the Nation, which is used for emergency
purposes by the US Border Patrol.

What urban growth/developments and socio-economic changes do you see occurring
over the next 20 years in your particular locality or region?

» Sif Oidak is the only district that has economic development.
» There is a commercial development in the talking stage south of the study area.

* Another small residential development south of Arizona City is also in the talking
stage.

= Road inventories are underway on Federal routes.

Next Steps

Technical Advisory Committee meetings will be held to keep stakeholders informed
on study progress. The information collected today will be summarized and included
in a Stakeholder Summary Report. Input received today will be considered in future
Working Papers.
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Adjourn

The meeting adjourned at 12:00 p.m.

Meeting summary notes produced by:

Jiaxin Tong

Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.
Telephone: 520-615-9191
FAX: 520-615-9292

2210 E. Fort Lowell Road
Tucson, Arizona 85719
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Meeting Summary Notes

Date Produced: February 26, 2008

Meeting: Central Arizona Framework Study, Round One Stakeholder
Interviews, Town of Globe

Date: February 26, 2008

Location: Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.
2210 E. Fort Lowell Road, Tucson, Arizona

Purpose: The purpose of the meeting is to conduct Round One
Stakeholder Interview, which focuses on existing conditions and
identification of issues.

Participants: Manoj Vyas, Town of Globe
Dianne Kresich, ADOT
Ethan Rauch, DMJM Harris
Dave Perkins, Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.
Jiaxin Tong, Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.

The following meeting notes are intended to be a summary of the discussions at the
meeting. Any changes or corrections to the meeting summary notes must be
received by the author within ten days. After that date, they will be final.

The meeting was called to order at 3:30 p.m. by Dianne Kresich.

Introductions

Dianne Kresich welcomed attendees to the meeting.

Project Overview

Dianne provided a brief overview of the Framework Process. The Central Arizona
Framework is one of a series of Framework Studies being conducted statewide. The
Framework Studies will provide the basis for the next update of the ADOT Statewide
Long Range Transportation Plan. The framework studies are Multimodal and include
both the local and state highway system. Rail, transit, and bicycle needs will be
considered for horizon years of 2030 and 2050. Economic implications of the
transportation system plans and concepts will be considered. Environmental
considerations are an important element of the study.

Discussion Points

What are some of the regional issues that this project (Central Arizona Framework
Study) must address?

= The mining industry is heavily reliant on US 60. US 60 needs to be improved to
four lanes to Globe.
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In addition to trucks associated with the mining industry, a significant volume of
recreational traffic uses US 60 during the weekend, contributing to congested
conditions. In the summer months (April to September), many recreational
vehicles use SR 77 to access the reservoirs.

SR 77 between Globe and Winkelman is a significant route. A large percentage
(40%-50%) of traffic is trucks originating from Miami and serving the mine
properties in Pima County. These trucks carry hazard materials and post safety
challenge.

What transportation improvements are needed, in your opinion?

A new high-capacity corridor that runs parallel to US 60 and US 70 is needed that
connects central Arizona to New Mexico and California. Vehicle traffic traveling
between New Mexico to Phoenix prefers US 70 and US 60 even though these
routes have less capacity than I-10.

The San Carlos Apache Tribe is generally supportive of a higher functionality of
US 70. They anticipate that improvements to US 70 will attract more traffic to
the casinos. The tribal community is a critical stakeholder as both US 70 and a
future I-10 by-pass would cross tribal land.

City of Globe supports a transit service between Globe and Phoenix. Greyhound
service to Phoenix was terminated approximately three years ago.

A significant investment would be needed for passenger rail to assure a quality
and safe ride to make it viable as an alternative model. Currently a commercial
rail line serves the mines northwest of Globe.

ADOT spent $80 million to widen SR 188. This road previously experienced a
high number of crashes and significant delay. It is much improved and now
meets their needs.

New transportation facilities (transit, airports/aviation, rail, bicycle/pedestrian)

The San Carlos-Apache tribal community has full authority of the airport. The
runway and facilities are in good condition, but jurisdictional ownership makes it
much less accessible.

Pedestrian and bicycle activities are of interest to the city, but terrain and
topography make it difficult and expensive to construct pedestrian facilities.

Are there any “fatal flaws” such as economic, physical, environmental constraints or
community concerns that would be an obstacle to the development of new
transportation facilities?

The area’s topography and terrain make development of new transportation
corridors and facilities difficult. In particular, the terrain challenges transit
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operations, discourages bicycle and pedestrian activity, and complicates roadway
improvements.

Next Steps

The information collected today will be summarized and included in a Stakeholder
Summary Report. Input received today will be considered in future Working Papers.

Adjourn
The meeting adjourned at 4:30 p.m.

Meeting summary notes produced by:
Jiaxin Tong

Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.
Telephone: 520-615-9191

FAX: 520-615-9292

2210 E. Fort Lowell Road
Tucson, Arizona 85719
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Meeting Summary Notes

Date Produced: March 12, 2008

Meeting: Central Arizona Framework Study, Round One Stakeholder
Interviews, City of Eloy

Date: March 12, 2008

Location: Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.
2210 E. Fort Lowell Road, Tucson, Arizona

Purpose: The purpose of the meeting is to conduct Round One
Stakeholder Interview, which focuses on existing conditions and
identification of issues.

Participants: John Mitchell, City of Eloy
Joe Blanton, City of Eloy
Dianne Kresich, ADOT
Dave Perkins, Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.
Jiaxin Tong, Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.

The following meeting notes are intended to be a summary of the discussions at the
meeting. Any changes or corrections to the meeting summary notes must be
received by the author within ten days. After that date, they will be final.

The meeting was called to order at 2:30 p.m. by Dianne Kresich.

Introductions

Dianne Kresich welcomed attendees to the meeting.

Project Overview

Dianne provided a brief overview of the Framework Process. The Central Arizona
Framework is one of a series of Framework Studies being conducted statewide. The
Framework Studies will provide the basis for the next update of the ADOT Statewide
Long Range Transportation Plan. The framework studies are Multimodal and include
both the local and state highway system. Rail, transit, and bicycle needs will be
considered for horizon years of 2030 and 2050. Economic implications of the
transportation system plans and concepts will be considered. Environmental
considerations are an important element of the study.

Discussion Points
General issues in the area:
= The City of Eloy has expanded their planning area to 540 square miles, extending

north to SR-287, south to Pinal County Line, east to the future North-South
Corridor, and west to Tohono O’‘odham Nation.
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» The city is currently conducting a SATS, which will be more comprehensive than
the previously completed SATS.

= An east-west corridor through Eloy is needed based on the population projection
in this area. The city supports the concept of the Western Parallel Corridor
proposed in the Southern Pinal / Northern Pima Corridor Definition Study.

= In addition to the North-South Corridor and a new east-west corridor, the city
does not foresee any other needed new high-capacity corridors.

What is your perspective on the North-South Corridor?

= The City of Eloy would like the North-South Corridor to be aligned to the east of
SR-87 so that a system interchange will not be necessary at SR-87 and I-10 as a
lot of developments are proposed in this area.

New transportation facilities (transit, airports/aviation, rail, bicycle/pedestrian)

» The city supports a Phoenix — Tucson passenger rail system.

» Union Pacific is planning to construct an industrial park and facility to side freight
trains that are needed for the companies in the industrial park. This industrial

park will provide significant benefits to Eloy.

= The City will take a closer look at transit service, such as bus circulation and etc,
in their SATS.

* The development of an airport in this area is potentially slow as most of the
available lands are controlled by two large properties.

What urban growth/developments and socio-economic changes do you see occurring
over the next 20 years in your particular locality or region?

= The SR-87 corridor and I-10 corridor will become important industrial corridors in
the future.

= An 18,000-acre development has been proposed in La Osa, which will become a
large economic generator in the future.

» A theme park, which is projected to attract six million visitors per year, is
proposed in the area south of Shedd Road and north of Houser Road.

Are there environmental concerns that you would like to express?

= Picacho Fissure, Casa Grande Mountain Fissure, and Santa Cruz River are the
major environmental concerns in the area.

Next Steps
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Technical Advisory Committee meetings will be held to keep stakeholders informed
on study progress. The information collected today will be summarized and included
in a Stakeholder Summary Report. Input received today will be considered in future
Working Papers.

Adjourn
The meeting adjourned at 3:20 p.m.

Meeting summary notes produced by:
Jiaxin Tong

Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.
Telephone: 520-615-9191

FAX: 520-615-9292

2210 E. Fort Lowell Road
Tucson, Arizona 85719
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Meeting Summary Notes

Date Produced: March 19, 2008

Meeting: Central Arizona Framework Study, Round One Stakeholder
Interviews, Gila River Indian Community

Date: March 18, 2008

Location: Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.
2210 E. Fort Lowell Road, Tucson, Arizona

Purpose: The purpose of the meeting is to conduct Round One
Stakeholder Interview, which focuses on existing conditions and
identification of issues.

Participants: David White, Gila River Indian Community
Sasha Saliego, Gila River Indian Community
Brenda L. Robertson, Gila River Indian Community
J. Andrew Darlin, Gila River Indian Community
Cal Touchin, Gila River Indian Community
Jennifer Giff
Steve Johnson, Gila River Indian Community
Doug Torres, Gila River Indian Community
Dianne Kresich, ADOT
Dave Perkins, Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.
Ethan Rauch, DMJIM-Harris

The following meeting notes are intended to be a summary of the discussions at the
meeting. Any changes or corrections to the meeting summary notes must be
received by the author within ten days. After that date, they will be final.

The meeting was called to order at 2:30 p.m. by Dianne Kresich.

Introductions

Dianne Kresich welcomed attendees to the meeting.

Project Overview

Dianne provided a brief overview of the Framework Process. The Central Arizona
Framework is one of a series of Framework Studies being conducted statewide. The
Framework Studies will provide the basis for the next update of the ADOT Statewide
Long Range Transportation Plan. The framework studies are Multimodal and include
both the local and state highway system. Rail, transit, and bicycle needs will be
considered for horizon years of 2030 and 2050. Economic implications of the
transportation system plans and concepts will be considered. Environmental
considerations are an important element of the study.
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Discussion Points

General Issues:

Following an explanation of the Critical Needs Assessment, participants stated
that the Community has not been contacted to provide input on Critical Needs.
The Central Framework Study (CFS) team stated that someone would contact Mr.
White on the subject of Critical Needs.

A question was asked whether eminent domain could be used to implement study
recommendations. It was stated that the Central Framework Study would
recommended transportation improvements in the region and would not be
addressing funding or implementation issues.

It was stated that surrounding jurisdictions are preparing transportation plans
that impact the Community. In order to address Community transportation
planning issues, the Community will select a consultant to prepare a Small Area
Transportation Plan. It is anticipated that the Plan will require 12 months to
complete. Separate planning studies will be conducted for Commuter Rail and
Transit to supplement the Transportation Plan.

Low levels of DPS enforcement along I-10 at night creates burdens for
Community law enforcement personnel.

For some roads, the Community is unsure of its responsibilities because records
do not exist to determine which roads are located on the Community. Hunt
Highway was given as an example.

Congestion, safety, and speed limits were identified as problems on Casa Blanca
Road and SR-347.

Increasing bicycle volumes on state highways has been observed. Bicycle races
must request, and typically are permitted by the Community. Permitting for
hazardous material transport and oversized loads require permitting, but often
are not permitted by the Community.

New Transportation Facilities:

In addition to the North-South Corridor and an east-west corridor, the city does
not see any other new corridors needed on the horizon.

Questions were raised on the status of the North-South Freeway in Pinal County,
east of the Community. Specifically, the Community sees this freeway as a
positive for improving regional access for Community members. Concerns were
expressed regarding more traffic on Community roads from the freeway. It was
explained that a design concept report and environmental study has been funded
and that a consultant has been selected. The North-South Freeway will be
considered in the Central Framework Study.
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Questions were raised on the status of the Phoenix-Tucson Bypass Study. It was
explained that the State Transportation Board would discuss the findings of the
study on March 21, 2008 and could possibly provide direction on next steps for
development of the Bypass. If directions are provided by the Board, the Bypass
could be considered in the Central Framework Study.

It was mentioned that state highways are designed for through traffic and not for
access within the Community. ADOT needs to coordinate with the Community
and BIA to construct turn lanes at intersections on the state highways.

Environmental Concerns:

Air quality from mobile sources has become a concern for the Community as
more traffic uses roads on the Community. The Community has observed that as
traffic volumes increase on state highways, Community roads including BIA roads
have increased traffic and truck volumes and these roads typically are unpaved
which contributes significantly to air quality concerns. A valley located west of I-
10 along the Gila River was identified as a problem area for air quality.

It was stated that increasing traffic volumes on the state highways is creating
safety and congestion concerns in addition to air quality issues. ADOT needs to
work with the Community and BIA to address safety and congestion concerns.

Flood control along the Gila River is a concern of the Community.

Environmental concerns were included in the Community’s presentation to the
Pinal County Summit. Cultural issues include direct and indirect impacts on
archaeological sites, shrines, memorials, trails, natural resources, vandalism from
unauthorized trespassing, and unwanted access along the borders of the
Community. Fencing and signing along Hunt Highway has reduced many of these
issues in the area. Increased fencing and signing will be implemented as funding
allows. Only 42 percent (1,250 sites) of known cultural resources have been
surveyed.

Impacts on Community wildlife corridors often result from road improvements
outside of the Community.

The Community has observed increasing truck traffic carrying hazardous
materials.

Illegal dumping and access by motorcycles and RVs on Community lands is a
concern of the Community.

Economic Development

Community visions for economic development are documented in the Borderlands
Study. Areas identified for economic development are focused on I-10, Loop
202, SR-87/SR-287/railroad area, Pecos Road, Riggs Road, Hunt Highway, Wild
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Horse Pass Road, and the Community Airfield which has been identified for
airfield improvements and development.

Next Steps

The information collected today will be summarized and included in a Stakeholder

Summary Report. Input received today will be considered in future Working Papers.

Adjourn
The meeting adjourned at 4:00 p.m.

Meeting summary notes produced by:
Dave Perkins

Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.
Telephone: 520-615-9191

FAX: 520-615-9292

2210 E. Fort Lowell Road
Tucson, Arizona 85719
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Northern Arizona Framework Study
Focus Group and Community Workshop
Summary Report

Flagstaff, AZ March 26, 2008
Prescott, AZ March 27, 2008
Window Rock, AZ April 3, 2008
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Executive Summary

Focus group meetings and community workshops were held between March 26 and
April 4, 2008 in Flagstaff, Prescott and Window Rock, Arizona as noted below. The
focus groups were divided into three special interest areas: Commercial and
Multimodal Transportation; Business and Development; and
Environmental/Conservation. The table below shows the number of attendees at
each focus group meeting and community workshop.

Date Location Description Attendees

3/26/08 | Flagstaff, Little Commercial & Multimodal 13
America Hotel Transportation

3/26/08 | Flagstaff, Little Business & Development 7
America Hotel

3/26/08 | Flagstaff, Little Environmental/Conservation 23
America Hotel

3/26/08 | Flagstaff, Little Community Workshop 36
America Hotel

3/27/08 | Prescott, Yavapai Commercial & Multimodal 10
College Transportation

3/27/08 | Prescott, Yavapai Business & Development 5
College

3/27/08 | Prescott, Yavapai Environmental/Conservation 6
College

3/27/08 | Prescott, Yavapai Community Workshop 25
College

4/3/08 Window Rock, Navajo | Commercial & Multimodal 10
Nation Museum Transportation

4/3/08 | Window Rock, Navajo | Business & Development 5
Nation Museum

4/3/08 Window Rock, Navajo | Environmental/Conservation 3
Nation Museum

4/3/08 | Window Rock, Navajo | Community Workshop 5
Nation Museum

Total Attendance 148

During the focus group meetings and community workshops, major themes emerged
from the discussions, across all locations. The discussions followed the general
themes of:

1. Public Transportation, High Capacity Transit and the issues of long
distance travel and connectivity (inter-regional and intra-regional
connectivity);

2. Environmental concerns, especially related to coordination with
transportation and economic development strategies, with a view to long-
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term sustainability, and focus on the eventual popular use of alternative
fuels and technologies; and
3. Inter-governmental cooperation, policies and programs.

Most focus groups, across the three interest areas engaged in discussions with very
similar themes. There was also a noticeable co-relation among all three areas. For
example, environmental specialists expressed desire for better multi-disciplinary
coordination in the transportation arena, to ensure that adequately sized rights-of-
way be obtained to accommodate parallel scenic corridors, with more and better
designed wildlife crossings. On a parallel note, business and institutional interests
noted that transportation corridors should have space to accommodate increased
fiber optic lines to facilitate anticipated increased demand for telecommunication, as
an avenue to sustainable economic development.

Economic development interests remarked on the importance of efficient and
effective multimodal transportation corridors that traverse the state, to ensure that
Arizona remain economically competitive relative to other states.

In general, safety concerns were expressed among all three interest groups.
Environmentalists were concerned about safety of wildlife crossings for animals and
humans, noting the danger to both in the event of a collision. Transportation
advocates repeatedly observed that safety on all rural roads needs to be improved to
ensure efficient mobility for vehicular traffic, and to reduce accidents that arise from
poorly designed and maintained roads, conflicts and competition between
commercial truck traffic and private vehicular traffic. Economic and business
interests noted that safety improvements would enhance long distance travel for
commercial traffic, and make rural areas more attractive to future potential
commercial and industrial business.

Almost all focus groups noted that there is significant opportunity to improve, and in
some cases overhaul intergovernmental procedures, pursue more streamlined
functioning and coordination in funding allocations, and especially in programs
dealing with transportation, environmental resource protection, and public land
management.

High Capacity Transit & Long Distance Travel Connectivity

Participants in the three geographic locations expressed the need for future high
speed rail connections between Tucson and Phoenix, Phoenix and Flagstaff, as well
as other transit alternatives to existing bus and para-transit services, expansion of
current transit services to incorporate vehicles with higher passenger capacities, and
to implement systems with alternative technologies.

Many noted that the time is imminent to consider tolling freeways, given the
inadequacy of current and anticipated revenues from traditional funding sources.
Transportation focus group participants in Prescott and Flagstaff expressed the
notion that the State explore policies to charge additional tolls for commercial truck
traffic at Arizona’s borders, particularly for trucks that are transiting through the
state, destined to other states.

153



Bypass alternatives to I-17- I-8, I-40, SR 69 were deemed necessary for economic
and environmental sustainability. Many in all three geographic areas expressed an
interest in ensuring more direct freeway connections to Utah, either via I-17 or US
191.

Other areas in need of attention are the development of more regional airports,
increased freight rail to take some of the burden of truck freight from roadways and
to assist the commercial mining industry in product transport.

Sub-regional transportation issues

A theme consistent to the three geographic locations was that a network of transit,
augmented with smaller local area circulator systems would be needed to minimize
need for rental cars (tourists) and other visitors. It is important to build this network
to increase the probability that trips can be completed on transit to final destinations
(or for the entire trip).

Safety of rural roads is a concern common to all focus group participants. Conflicts
between heavy truck traffic and other vehicular traffic are seen as a growing
problem. Maintenance of roadways is not keeping pace with demand. In addition,
dirt roads are unsafe for motorists, and contribute to air quality concerns (dust).
Pavement needs to be designed and built to withstand increasingly heavy
commercial truck traffic to ensure better long-term cost/benefit gains.

Economic Development and Environmental Concerns

Better quality jobs, programs and types of employment that will attract young
educated professionals, and diversity of employment are needed. For public funds, it
was uniformly felt that there should be more equitable redistribution of funds
(metropolitan Phoenix area vs. rural areas).

Natural physical terrain is a challenge. Participants wondered whether there would be
future opportunities to use latest technology to work through this - tunnels through
mountains for example. Multimodal roadway corridors should also provide ROW for
installation of fiber optic cable to facilitate increased demand for electronic
communication (particularly institutional), and the State should pursue the creation
of local arterial network of “smart” corridors.

There was strong connection between sustainability, livability, and the need for
commerce, expressed as a need to balance tourism, and the desire for economic
development and revenue from the tourist trade, with long-term preservation and
conservation of physical and natural resources. Groups in Prescott and Flagstaff
were more open to the notion of "demand management” programs to regulate
tourist traffic, by charging fees. Window Rock participants were divided on this
subject.
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Environmental and Conservation

Environmental concerns addressed a wide range of issues, such as the need to
provide for more wildlife crossings, maintenance of existing roadways, include in the
redesign of any roadways; essential to coordinate transportation, land use planning
with the planning for network of wildlife corridors, and to implement parallel scenic
corridors next to new roads, perhaps retrofit existing to accommodate this. Across all
geographic areas, it was felt that there is a need to coordinate transportation, land
use, water, environmental, habitat issues in a holistic manner, to ensure long-term
sustainability and preserve quality of life. Environmental groups recommended that
the state should adopt innovative strategies and standards of measurement to
ensure habitat sustainability, and that there was an overall need to incorporate more
sustainable and “green” approaches to how we travel, live, design and build public
works and infrastructure (this was common to other interest areas, as well).

Programs and Policies

Window Rock and Flagstaff participants expressed the need for public education, on
all levels: community, government, and business. Window Rock and Prescott
participants expressed the need for profound change at the political/congressional
level.

Anticipate that in some areas, future growth likely to be clustered close to state
highways. Respond with an appropriate transportation and land management
program. On the other hand, other more populated areas of the Northern Arizona
Region seem to be anticipating continued sprawling growth, tempered somewhat by
physical obstacles posed by natural terrain.

In Tribal areas, there appears to be an internal struggle to balance need for
economic development, job creation to attract younger Tribal members back to
Tribal lands, with recognition of cultural and spiritual values. Tribal nations
interviewed appear to be engaged in the early stages of internal debate of how to
move forward into a manageable state of economic “progress”. Environmental
preservation concerns are paramount on Tribal lands, as well as availability of
funding to conform to Best Management Practices and pursue appropriate mitigation.
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Focus Group Summary Notes
Multimodal/Commercial Transportation, Flagstaff

Date Produced: April 7, 2008

Meeting: Multimodal/Commercial Transportation Focus Group — Northern
Arizona

Date: March 26, 2008 9:00 - 11:00 a.m.

Location: Little America Hotel, Flagstaff, Arizona

Purpose: The purpose of the Multimodal/Commercial Transportation

Focus Group was to provide a project overview and initiate an
interactive discussion about local and regional transportation
issues. Several questions were posed by a facilitator and
attendees were able to express comments, concerns, issues
and opinions in an open forum setting.

Participants: Jayne Abraham, Camp Navajo
Jeff Swan, representing City of Winslow
Paul Ferris, City of Winslow
Dale Wegner, Coconino County
Scott Neisess, Page Helping Hands
Jeff Meilbeck, NAIPTA
Kathy Wagnon, Page School District
Lee Bigwater, Navajo Transit
Mark Woodson, Woodson Engineering
Richard Jentzsch, City of Page
Staff:
John Harper, ADOT
Jim Zumpf, ADOT
Rod Wigman, ADOT
Larry Gibson, DMJM HARRIS
Brent Cain, HDR
Winsome Bowen, HDR
Heather Honsberger, HDR
Pamela Cecere, HDR

The following meeting notes are intended to be a summary of the discussions at the
meeting. Any changes or corrections to the meeting summary notes must be
received by the author within ten days. After that date, they will be final.

The Focus Group was called to order at 9:00 a.m. by James Zumpf, ADOT.
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Overview of Presentation

James Zumpf, ADOT began the Multimodal/Commercial Transportation Focus Group
by introducing the project team and allowing attendees to introduce themselves. Mr.
Zumpf began the presentation by describing Arizona’s potential statewide growth
using a series of maps and graphics. Mr. Zumpf then explained the purpose of the
focus group and described the Building a Quality Arizona (BQAZ) study, elaborating
on elements such as: the study’s guiding principles and objectives; the process,
schedule and progress to date; and background information pertaining to growth
projections. The community outreach element was also detailed. No questions were
asked during the presentation.

Summary of Focus Group Discussion

Heather Honsberger, HDR facilitated the Focus Group discussion. The following is a
synopsis of questions, responses and major themes that emerged from the
discussion.

Questions:
8. From your perspective, what are the regional multimodal and commercial
transportation issues that the Regional Framework Study must address?
Responses:
» Flagstaff Regional Issues:
i Need to look at the Grand Canyon and potential economic
development impacts
i. Growth along I-40 and how to move people in modes other
than private automobile.
ii. Commercial (freight) rail/BNSF, potential look at a “"Maglev”
system for connectivity
iii. Need to improve bus connectivity between Flagstaff and
Phoenix, consider Bus Rapid Transit
iv. North connection - large boats (Lake Powell)
V. Flagstaff is the County seat, serves as a hub for services
(shopping, medical, etc.)

« Page Regional Issues
i Flagstaff is economic hub, need additional and larger buses to
Flagstaff; current bus service at capacity
ii. Need additional funding in rural areas
iii. Need more east/west connections, and need to connect Page to
Cameron to Flagstaff
iv. North/south connections are limited; rural drivers spend more
time traveling (and there is a cost to this)
V. No rail connections; long distance travel is mostly limited to
private services (limited private air travel)
vi. 250 to 1,000 passengers per month ride bus in Page
« NAIPTA coordinates/partnership need to address long commute
« Consider impacts of commercial traffic growth - trucks avoid
congested areas (i.e., Las Vegas, Phoenix, Los Angeles) - using I-8,
and I-40
i. Need alternatives to accommodate truck traffic
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Need to consider impacts of building bypass routes, which can spur
development

10,000 trucks/day - transit will have to compete with truck traffic
Concerns regarding impacts of closures and accidents (such as recent
accidents on I-40); the road’s current 2-lane configuration does not
permit efficient accident investigation; accidents trigger tremendous
traffic back-up

Difficult to plan trips due to lack of regional airport, can either fly out
of Albuquerque, Las Vegas, or Phoenix

Need to educate public about how existing transportation facilities are
subsidized - people don't realize the roads currently aren’t “free” and
are paid through taxes

9. What transportation modes can share alignments and where should they do
so within the region? What modes should operate in separate corridors, and
where within the region?

Responses:

10.

11.

Need to look at what a new corridor is for commuters, freight, etc.
State Route 89 should be multimodal corridor
CANAMEX corridor has economic potential

Need to look at what's being done nationally — piggyback on national
public works programs

Look to bridges, highways and rail to stimulate economy
Consider I-66 east/west highway - nationwide corridor for freight

When you look to the future (2050 and beyond) what are the urban
growth/developments, business, and global trends or other economic changes
that you see occurring and how should regional transportation planning
address these issues?

Responses:

Consider high-speed rail (200 mph)

Add commuter rail to BNSF line -freight traffic adding congestion on
freeways

Need to expand air service, airport links and connections

Address urban sprawl and the “drive until you qualify” condition

When you look to the future (2050 and beyond) what are the multimodal
transportation and commercial transportation trends occurring and how
should regional transportation planning address these issues?
Responses:

Need to improve non-emergency medical services — huge amount of
money currently wasted in taxi service to transport patients

Decision makers’ focus is not rural - contractors coming from Phoenix
need to broaden the thought process

Increase in park-and-ride/carpooling

Interconnectivity and regional collaboration is critical

A
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12. Are there transit options that can be developed or expanded within the region
to serve future employment centers?
Responses:
» Coordinated van service needed
e Transit options need to be developed
* Need to create air linkages
» Expand existing services
VMR has carpool programs - state rideshare (starting soon)
e Look at existing successful employer funded programs - van pools
i. Department of Corrections
ii. Sanders Point of Entry
e Partner with employers

13. Are there multimodal/commercial transportation issues that might be an
obstacle to the development of transportation facilities? How should these
issues be addressed in our regional planning effort?

Responses:
Obstacles to Development
« Terrain and inclement weather creates transportation issues (including
air traffic)
e Funding
« Emergency access
« HeadStart Program requests road improvements to help drivers
transport students during inclement weather
* Need coordination between Federal, State and Tribal governments
i High travel demand on rural routes
ii.  Assist with accidents on tribal lands
iii.  Address safety improvements
Addressing Obstacles
* Need to improve certainty of travel
* Need alternate routes
« Implement greater use of telecommuting
+ Make connection between transportation and economy

14. Are there additional issues you believe that the Regional Framework Study
should address specifically as it relates to multimodal/commercial
transportation interests?

Responses:
e  Winslow should be included with future meetings in Flagstaff

e Consider airport in Snow Bowl

* Navajo Nation - show growth centers (Tuba City, Window Rock,
Chinle, Kayenta)

* Concentrate on growth centers ; create transit centers at these areas

* Create transit connections to Flagstaff, Kayenta, Page, Winslow, and
Chinle

* Create connections to border towns (Shiprock, Cortez)

* Look at plans to provide alternate routes through Hopi (terrain is an
obstacle)
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* Increase in trucks and commuters on Hwy 264 (doubled in 4 years)

* Look at what is going on regionally, outside of Arizona (impacts from
Las Vegas, etc.)

15.How would you like to be involved as the process unfolds? And who else
should be involved representing multimodal/commercial transportation
interests?
Responses:
e Invite schools, transportation. providers, transit operators
e Include Camp Navajo Intermodal/Industrial Development
« Consider teleconference option in future

Summary Points

James Zumpf, ADOT concluded the Focus Group by thanking attendees for their
participation and providing the BQAZ website and contact information for any future
comments to be submitted.

Adjourn
Meeting Adjourned - 10:45 a.m.

Meeting summary notes produced by
Heather Honsberger

HDR

602.522.4346/602.522.7707f
Heather.Honsberger@hdrinc.com
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Focus Group Summary Notes
Business and Development, Flagstaff

Date Produced: April 7, 2008

Meeting: Business and Development Focus Group - Northern Arizona
Date: March 26, 2008 12:30 - 2:30pm

Location: Little America Hotel, Flagstaff, Arizona

Purpose: The purpose of the Business and Development Focus Group was

to provide a project overview and initiate an interactive
discussion about local and regional economic issues. Several
questions were posed by a facilitator and attendees were able
to express comments, concerns, issues and opinions in an open
forum setting.

Participants: Cindy May, APS
Dave Wessel, FMPO
Jodie Filardo, City of Sedona
Rick Switzer, Camp Navajo
Scott Neuman, Coconino County Community Services
Chris Fetzer, NACOG
Richard Jentzch, City of Page
Staff:
John Harper, ADOT
Jim Zumpf, ADOT
Rod Wigman, ADOT
Larry Gibson, DMJM HARRIS
Brent Cain, HDR
Winsome Bowen, HDR
Heather Honsberger, HDR
Pamela Cecere, HDR

The following meeting notes are intended to be a summary of the discussions at the
meeting. Any changes or corrections to the meeting summary notes must be
received by the author within ten days. After that date, they will be final.

The Focus Group was called to order at 12:30pm by James Zumpf, ADOT.
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Overview of Presentation

James Zumpf, ADOT began the Business and Development Focus Group by
introducing the project team and allowing attendees to introduce themselves. Mr.
Zumpf began the presentation by describing Arizona’s potential statewide growth
using a series of maps and graphics. Mr. Zumpf then explained the purpose of the
focus group and described the Building a Quality Arizona (BQAZ) study, elaborating
on elements such as: the study’s guiding principles and objectives; the process,
schedule and progress to date; and background information pertaining to growth
projections. The community outreach element was also detailed. No questions were
asked during the presentation.

Summary of Focus Group Discussion

Heather Honsberger, HDR facilitated the Focus Group discussion. The following is a
synopsis of questions, responses and major themes that emerged from the
discussion.

Questions:
1. From your perspective, what are the regional business and development
issues that the Regional Framework Study must address?
Responses:

e Sedona should focus on improving infrastructure, including allowing for
future improvements during road construction (e.g., construct bigger
pipes to accommodate future fiber optic needs)

e Strengthen economic and transportation ties between Flagstaff and
Prescott

« Plans for new Convention Center serving Flagstaff and Sedona should
also include proximity to major airport/public transportation service

e Support for multimodal options from airport to improve transportation
connections

e Industry (e.g., Salt River Materials) needs shipping options like
improved rail/trucking

« Sedona enjoys a high quality of life but low paying jobs, there is a
need for high paying jobs

« Need to explore an easy way to move goods and services

« With the rise in fuel/transportation costs, alternatives need to be
explored

« Existing and future businesses need transportation alternatives

« Demographic trends in Coconino County include:

i. Decline in working class population
ii. Increase in retirement population
iii. Population growth is slower (compared to other regions)
iv. Poverty rate is on the decline
v. Employment rate is on the decline
vi. Personal service needs are increasing
vii. Seasonal/renter population is increasing
viii. Travel time is increasing
ix. Economic opportunities are limited
X. Young families occupying the area is on the decline
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xi. County is experiencing “seasonal vacation home syndrome”
(25-30% of Flagstaff population is seasonal)

2. Are there economic development plans (municipal, regional, Tribal, or
private) currently underway that will or can impact future transportation
facilities within the region?

Responses:

e Economic plans need to look at entrepreneurship, home-based
business, service-based businesses, and serving lower income people
e Artisan Trail Networks need to be explored. Place-based crafts and art
“trails” can bring tourists to the area and contribute to economic
development. Examples of Artisan Trail Networks include northern New
Mexico, North Carolina, Montana. Collaboration with universities,
tribes, art groups should be used to develop trails
« Roadways need to be improved to accommodate increased tourist
traffic
« Hometown competition (economic model)
i. People are leaving for lack of opportunity
ii. Small businesses are dying off
« Sustainable Economic Development Initiative, or the partnership of
municipalities and APS/other organizations can be used to improve
economy
« Regional Economic Organizations, or bringing together municipalities,
corporations, and other businesses to improve economy

3. When you look to the future (2050 and beyond) what are the urban
growth/developments, business, and global trends or other economic changes
that you see occurring and how should regional transportation planning
address these issues?

Responses:

« In Sedona, long-range economic development is looking to:
i. Target younger employees
ii. Using multimodal or non-vehicular transportation
iii. Commercial redevelopment (particularly on 89A)
iv. Looking to form, space, and code
v. Changing character, improving walkability, and allowing for
mixed use development
e Film Development in Sedona, currently advertisements and
Independent films are filmed in Sedona area. Feature films need
flexible space and roads to accommodate big rigs
« APS - B3 Bridges to Business Program
« Camp Navajo - premier training facility for Arizona and bordering
states, looking at additional ranges
i. Need to consider additional large vehicles on the road
* Provide tax incentives for building close to businesses, needs to be
addressed at the top tier, policy committees
+ Sedona is concerned about additional developments similar to Anthem
and the impacts of Anthem
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i. I-17 congestion-hurting Sedona tourist traffic - regional
implications of growth/access
ii. Need tourists to sustain retail
¢ Sedona supports better multimodal connectivity to Phoenix/Flagstaff
airports
« Page population increase is slower than expected, losing youth
» See growth in coal mining/power generation (Peabody and Black Mesa
Coal) in the Page area
i. See mining occurring in the next 50 years
ii. Additional untouched coal sources
iii. Fly ash (need to haul out by rail)
iv. Scrap metal- smelting, need rail/trucks
v. Fishing lures worldwide, cannot ship, instead using UPS
vi. Basic industry potential to improve
e Existing facilities will also continue to grow
« In Flagstaff, the drive time is an economic challenge tourism/business
« Verde Valley has teleconference needs - will see more telecommuting
and teleconferencing
e Critical mass of people will start sustaining businesses

4. Identify the future major activity centers within the region that should be
served by transportation facilities?
Responses:
e Coconino County is the second largest county by acreage, but land is
locked by agencies. This will growth patterns and distribution
e Several economic centers emerging, but dependent on the availability
of water
i. Ashfork
ii. Extension of Prescott
iii. Estimating horizontal build out by 25 years - reshaping type of
transportation alternatives and densities
« Snowflake and Show Low - lower cost of living, surge in larger
business-challenge to transportation
* Need to look at base industry vs. roof tops
i. Expand industrial business, look at in sourcing - not out
sourcing
ii. Large projects — funded by other countries
iii. Increase in global commerce - industries will come back to U.S.
- cost of labor up elsewhere
iv. Seeing research and development go to foreign countries (such
as China, Cambodia, Laos)
* Need to improve education (e.g., math and science) - to keep
population in northern Arizona
i. Trying to attract ages 24-34 age category
ii. Sustain through better availability of high quality jobs

5. Are there alternative modes that can be developed or expanded to serve
these planned activity centers?
Responses:
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 Need to consider additional right-of-way to accommodate
improvements (especially for mass transit)
i. High-speed rail between Phoenix and Flagstaff
ii. Flagstaff needs improvements throughout the city
» As mass transit grows and evolves - what will that mean for space -
viability, need to evaluate these issues
* Need access to transportation for aging population
i. Target population that needs it
ii. Youth population bikes to work — need to address safety issues,
especially in Flagstaff and other college towns
iii. Obstacle for populations — snow and terrain makes it difficult to
get to bus
1. Need bus stops - routes/location improvements
iv. Senior independence program gets drivers for SRS
($67/month) mileage (volunteer program)
v. Unconventional vehicle (150 mpg) being developed bike/car
hybrid
« Prepare for alternatives modes and support their use
« Need to make general investment in alternative modes - what'’s
needed to turn tide/viability
i. Investment levels
ii. Shifts
iii. Improve facilities
iv. Research - increase bike/pedestrian use by making it safer
v. Goals for 2020 were met within 10 years for alternative modes
- keep this in mind when planning

Are there business/development issues that might be an obstacle to the
development of transportation facilities? How should these issues be
addressed in our regional planning effort?
Responses:
« State contractor process, companies only coming from Phoenix - need
local participation
« Funding - need equitable distribution of funds
« Cost burden to business for transportation.
+ Make connection between transportation and economy more
transparent
« Bus stop locations need to access areas of low income, and
destinations that will serve the population, such as grocery stores,
pharmacy, disability organizations, and employers
« Provide of future technology and different modes, solar hydrogen, etc.
Infrastructure needs to accommodate these trends
« Concerns about Proposition 207 and the impacts of this legislation -
need visionaries on policy team

How would you like to be involved as the process unfolds? And who else
should be involved representing business/development interests?
Responses:

« Include Mass Evacuation. Plan group and Health Departments
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Summary Points

James Zumpf, ADOT concluded the Focus Group by thanking attendees for their
participation and providing the BQAZ website and contact information for any future
comments to be submitted.

Adjourn
Meeting Adjourned - 2:30pm

Meeting summary notes produced by
Pamela Cecere

HDR/SRBA Planner
602.385.1622/602.385.1620f
Pamela.cecere@hdrinc.com
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Focus Group Summary Notes

Environmental/Conservation, Flagstaff

Date Produced:
Meeting:

Date:
Location:
Purpose:

April 7, 2008

Environmental/Conversation Interests Focus Group — Northern
Arizona

March 26, 2008 3:00 - 5:00 p.m.

Little America Hotel, Flagstaff, Arizona

The purpose of the Environmental/Conversation Interests Focus
Group was to provide a project overview and initiate an
interactive discussion about local and regional environmental
and conversation issues. Several questions were posed by a
facilitator and attendees were able to express comments,
concerns, issues and opinions in an open forum setting.

Participants:

Staff:

Ren Willis-Frances, ADEQ

Paul Rasmussen, ADEQ

Diane Arnst, ADEQ

Danny Bulletts, Jr., Kaibab-Paiute Indian Tribe
LeAnn Skrzynski, Kaibab-Paiute Indian Tribe
Sandra Nagiller, Coconino National Forest
Jennifer Kevil, Coconino National Forest
Sarah Lantz, AZ Game & Fish

Richard Mayol, Grand Canyon Trust

Mike Schneegas, National Park Service

Todd Metzger, National Park Service

Michael Terzich, National Park Service

Diane Chung, National Park Service

Nancy Skinner, Navajo National Monument
Rachel Stanton, Grand Canyon National Park
Vicky Stinson, Grand Canyon National Park
Jill Beshears, Grand Canyon National Park
Bill Tawler, Coconino County

Dave Wessel, FMPO

Shaula Hedwall, US Fish & Wildlife

John Neville, Sustainable Arizona

Kim Crumbo, Grand Canyon Wildlands Council

John Harper, ADOT

Chuck Howe, ADOT

Jim Zumpf, ADOT

Rod Wigman, ADOT

Larry Gibson, DMIJM HARRIS
Brent Cain, HDR

Winsome Bowen, HDR
Heather Honsberger, HDR
Pamela Cecere, HDR
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The following meeting notes are intended to be a summary of the discussions at the
meeting. Any changes or corrections to the meeting summary notes must be
received by the author within ten days. After that date, they will be final.

The Focus Group was called to order at 3:00 p.m. by James Zumpf, ADOT.

Overview of Presentation

James Zumpf, ADOT began the Business and Development Focus Group by
introducing the project team and allowing attendees to introduce themselves. Mr.
Zumpf began the presentation by describing Arizona’s potential statewide growth
using a series of maps and graphics. Mr. Zumpf then explained the purpose of the
focus group and described the Building a Quality Arizona (BQAZ) study, elaborating
on elements such as: the study’s guiding principles and objectives; the process,
schedule and progress to date; and background information pertaining to growth
projections. The community outreach element was also detailed. No questions were
asked during the presentation.

Summary of Focus Group Discussion

Heather Honsberger, HDR facilitated the Focus Group discussion. The following is a
synopsis of questions, responses and major themes that emerged from the
discussion.

Questions:
1. From your perspective, what are the regional environmental or conservation
issues that the Regional Framework Study must address?
Responses:
e Wildlife and habitat
« Roadway corridors serve as barriers to wildlife movement
i. Address fragmentation of habitat
ii. Need to provide habitat connectivity
iii. Local wildlife corridors in path of development (e.g., elk
crossings) - coordinate with land use planning
* Need to consider climate change; oil and influence on transportation
systems
« Innovative approaches needed
« Implement standards for habitat sustainability
« Reduce idling emissions, especially during accidents
« Build accident investigation sites along roadways, advertise availability
« Restrict access points to HOV lanes
« Use alternative, recycled building materials from local sources
e Protect, preserve landscapes
« Address quality of visitor experience
e Heat island effects
« Safety use of road salt and effects on vegetation (e.g., ponderosa
pine, yellowing)
i Manage exotic species — do we have to use salt everywhere?
Consult with environmental communities
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2. Are there environmental and conservation plans currently underway that will
or can impact future transportation facilities within the region?
Responses:
e Include National Forest Plan revisions
i. Identification of new wilderness areas into framework plan
¢ Conserve state trust lands (may need to be ballot issue)
» Arizona wildlife linkages assessment
e Looking at wildlife passage ways statewide
i. Arizona Game and Fish Conservation Priority Plan available
June 2008
ii. Mapping tool for wildlife conservation priority
iii. Integrate into framework study
iv. GIS based tool available on website
« Grand Canyon National Park South Rim visitor transportation plan
i. Redistribute access from south to east entrance
« Integrate some of these management strategies into framework study

3. What regional urban growth/developments and economic changes do you see
occurring in the next 50 years and how they might relate to
environmental/conservation objectives? How should regional transportation
planning address these issues?

Responses:

« Impact of increased freight movement along I-40, I-10 (through to
Long Beach, CA)

« Multimodal and rail freight, toll roads

« Interface of freight to people movement

« Compounded need for truck parking

e Telecommuting

« Regional, multimodal public transportation

« Climate change influence on road paving materials

« Opportunity to retrofit existing roads with wildlife crossings
(structures) — safety improvement benefits

« Road widening - opportunity to retrofit for pedestrians

e Increased use of grey water

« Incorporate transportation holistically with economic development

* More global approach to address sustainability over long term

« Increased xeriscape

« Carbon trading impacts

e Include flexibility in this plan to accommodate new technologies

« Overlay of scenic corridors

« Designate corridors to facilitate visitation to Grand Canyon to preserve
unique attributes

4. Are there environmental/conservation issues that might be an obstacle to the
development of transportation facilities? How should these issues be
addressed in our regional planning effort?

Responses:
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e Land use regulations and influence on development patterns — address
in practical, meaningful ways
e Preserve rights-of-way for transit
e Extent of public land and pressures of growth:
i Constrained opportunities
¢ Small communities and interface/connectivity thru new routes
i. Better to create more dense network of smaller facilities
ii. Need fewer “big” roads to achieve better balance
e Fire season and prescribed burns
» Long range: how to transport/distribute essential services in view of oil
dependency
e Anticipate travel/mobility demands of future age cohorts
e Interaction with land managers and tribal governments essential
e Increased rail/freight traffic will require responsive infrastructure to
mitigate impacts to communities (i.e., new grade separated crossings)
« Should try to lead the nation in zero waste and lowered carbon
footprint
« Combine road and utility corridors to minimize impacts to forests
« Alternative fuel use — incorporate into contracting strategies
« Specifics: how will ADOT engage very early in environmental process-
explicit strategy for early consultation
« Preserve adequately sized travel corridors to contain wildlife resources
i Potentially more applicable in private land scenario

5. Are there additional issues you believe that the Regional Framework Study
should address specifically as it relates to the environment and conservation
interests?

Responses:
* Maintain dark skies
« Include Federal environmental agencies on the Policy Committee
+ Include dust control plans during construction
« Educate public on wildlife ecology
e Include recycling at rest areas
« Adopt a statewide policy that all new roads (local and freeway) be built
with rubberized asphalt for noise mitigation
« Develop new rail corridors

Summary Points

James Zumpf, ADOT concluded the Focus Group by thanking attendees for their
participation and providing the BQAZ website and contact information for any future
comments to be submitted.

170



Adjourn
Meeting Adjourned - 4:45 p.m.

Meeting summary notes produced by
Heather Honsberger

HDR

602.522.4346/602.522.7707f
Heather.Honsberger@hdrinc.com
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Focus Group Summary Notes
Multimodal/Commercial, Prescott

Date Produced: April 10, 2008

Meeting: Multimodal/Commercial Transportation Focus Group — Northern
Arizona

Date: March 27, 2008 9:00 - 11:00 a.m.

Location: Yavapai College, Prescott, Arizona

Purpose: The purpose of the Multimodal/Commercial Transportation

Focus Group was to provide a project overview and initiate an
interactive discussion about local and regional transportation
issues. Several questions were posed by a facilitator and
attendees were able to express comments, concerns, issues
and opinions in an open forum setting.

Participants: Ed Stillings, FHWA
Jermaine Hannon, FHWA
Lindsay Bell, Territorial Transit
Jodi Rooney, CYMPO
Debbie Wathagoma, Yavapai-Apache Nation
Jim Horton, Yavapai College
Steve Silvernale, Prescott Transit Authority
Mike Willett, Yavapai County
Chris Bridges, Yavapai County
Staff:
Jim Zumpf, ADOT
Larry Gibson, DMJM HARRIS
Brent Cain, HDR
Winsome Bowen, HDR
Heather Honsberger, HDR
Pamela Cecere, HDR

The following meeting notes are intended to be a summary of the discussions at the
meeting. Any changes or corrections to the meeting summary notes must be
received by the author within ten days. After that date, they will be final.

The Focus Group was called to order at 9:00 a.m. by James Zumpf, ADOT.
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Overview of Presentation

James Zumpf, ADOT began the Business and Development Focus Group by
introducing the project team and allowing attendees to introduce themselves. Mr.
Zumpf began the presentation by describing Arizona’s potential statewide growth
using a series of maps and graphics. Mr. Zumpf then explained the purpose of the
focus group and described the Building a Quality Arizona (BQAZ) study, elaborating
on elements such as: the study’s guiding principles and objectives; the process,
schedule and progress to date; and background information pertaining to growth
projections. The community outreach element was also detailed. No questions were
asked during the presentation.

Summary of Focus Group Discussion

Heather Honsberger, HDR facilitated the Focus Group discussion. The following is a
synopsis of questions, responses and major themes that emerged from the
discussion.

Questions:
1. From your perspective, what are the regional multimodal and commercial
transportation issues that the Regional Framework Study must address? Let’s
go around the table and have each of you provide your thoughts.

Responses:
e Water and population growth
« Connecting land use and transportation planning
« Existing conflict between providing good access with few major
corridors
* Need to create additional connections to Prescott via air
e Air Quality — non attainment status
i Dirt Roads, unplanned subdivisions, non attainment particulates

2. What transportation modes can share alignments and where should they do
so within the region? What modes should operate in separate corridors, and
where within the region?

+ Great Western Roads 350-ft. right-of-way with room for expansion
i. 2-3 lanes in each direction could be rail or HOV in median
ii.  cost of rail is concern
» Preservation of right of way for future alignments
i Need to change ADOT DCR process to allow ROW preservation
« Commercial rail/freight — a limitation in Prescott area
« Quality of roadbed in vicinity of cement factories a limiting factor,
especially where commercial trucks is desired mode to transport
¢ Need rail-new line from Clarkdale
i Potentially significant environmental impacts
+ Bike lanes in shared corridors; pedestrian transportation, to
complement existing trail network
e Coordinate rail/roadway crossings

3. When you look to the future (2050 and beyond) what are the urban
growth/developments, business, and global trends or other economic changes
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that you see occurring and how should regional transportation planning
address these issues?
» Yavapai College experiencing significant increase in on-line education
e Supporting infrastructure - fiber optic to provide alternative source
(electronic communication)
e Life cycle cost analysis
i Pavement design (for greater value over time)
ii. Adopt a long-term approach for more efficient asset
management
iii. Current pavement design not supporting today’s heavy truck
traffic - install solid rock base
« Experiencing an exponential increase in truck traffic
e Airport expansion will create more local demand in central Yavapai
County
* Heavy air traffic from Emory Riddle
e General aviation a huge economic development opportunity
« Willingness to commute long distances, seeing more travel between
communities
« Environmental impacts of increased truck traffic

4. Are there transit options that can be developed or expanded within the region
to serve future employment centers?
« CYMPO Transit study: looking at four alternatives, operation and
administrative options
« Terrain-mountain creates a great divide: Yavapai College addressing
this through technology
« ROW width to accommodate all modes and utilities, bus pullouts
« Local arterials need to be “smart corridors”
« Identify park-n-ride locations
« Express bus service to outlying communities (connect the edges)
«  Workforce mobility (commuters from outside the area from residential

areas)

« Prescott Valley - Commercial expansion plans, more industrial areas/
parks

« Address use of larger vehicles in the area, low-floor vehicles don’t
work well

i.  Address this in design of ancillary transportation facilities (for
seniors, example)
« Transit needs service and facilities expansion
ii.  Smart card technology
« Emory Riddle a significant research and development potential
(security, engineering, aviation) huge economic engine

5. Are there multimodal/commercial transportation issues that might be an
obstacle to the development of transportation facilities? How should these
issues be addressed in our regional planning effort?

* Funding
* Access control/management
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Conflicts between limited access vs. need for business to access
commercial corridors. Balanced resolution of these conflicts

PPP- international business community

Education at the policy level- toll roads are based on user fee concept
Social policy education: balance local mindset with need for improved
mobility and paying for it

Jurisdictional obstacles to providing comprehensive transportation
Land use and subdivision regulation

No road infrastructure required of developers

Impact fee structure - Set aside for services and infrastructure. Most
acute in unincorporated areas

6. Are there additional issues you believe that the Regional Framework Study
should address specifically as it relates to multimodal/commercial
transportation interests?

State land trust-moving more land to market

Project prioritization (FHWA uses the HERS ST model)

Status of critical needs list

Move AZ performance measures: can this be a starting point to help
prioritize projects?

Expand capacity on all existing facilities (AZ Parkways), possible
double decking

Summary Points

James Zumpf, ADOT concluded the Focus Group by thanking attendees for their
participation and providing the BQAZ website and contact information for any future
comments to be submitted.

Adjourn

Meeting Adjourned - 10:45 a.m.

Meeting summary notes produced by
Heather Honsberger

HDR

602.522.4346/602.522.7707f
Heather.Honsberger@hdrinc.com

175



Focus Group Summary Notes
Business and Development, Prescott

Date Produced: April 10, 2008

Meeting: Business and Development Focus Group - Northern Arizona
Date: March 27, 2008 12:30 - 2:30pm

Location: Yavapai College, Prescott, Arizona

Purpose: The purpose of the Business and Development Focus Group was

to provide a project overview and initiate an interactive
discussion about local and regional economic issues. Several
questions were posed by a facilitator and attendees were able
to express comments, concerns, issues and opinions in an open
forum setting.

Participants: David Maurer, Prescott Chamber of Commerce
Jane Bristol, City of Prescott
Casey Rooney, City of Cottonwood

Staff:
Jim Zumpf, ADOT
Larry Gibson, DMJM HARRIS
Brent Cain, HDR
Winsome Bowen, HDR
Heather Honsberger, HDR
Pamela Cecere, HDR

The following meeting notes are intended to be a summary of the discussions at the
meeting. Any changes or corrections to the meeting summary notes must be
received by the author within ten days. After that date, they will be final.

The Focus Group was called to order at 12:30pm by James Zumpf, ADOT.

Overview of Presentation

James Zumpf, ADOT began the Business and Development Focus Group by
introducing the project team and allowing attendees to introduce themselves. Mr.
Zumpf began the presentation by describing Arizona’s potential statewide growth
using a series of maps and graphics. Mr. Zumpf then explained the purpose of the
focus group and described the Building a Quality Arizona (BQAZ) study, elaborating
on elements such as: the study’s guiding principles and objectives; the process,
schedule and progress to date; and background information pertaining to growth
projections. The community outreach element was also detailed. No questions were
asked during the presentation.
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Summary of Focus Group Discussion

Heather Honsberger, HDR facilitated the Focus Group discussion. The following is a
synopsis of questions, responses and major themes that emerged from the
discussion.

Questions:
1. From your perspective, what are the regional business and development
issues that the Regional Framework Study must address?
Responses:
» Future of SR 69, area is urbanizing, what is the future for this
State Route
i. Safety concerns
ii. Need to improve route and make ready for businesses
iii.  Access points - local vs. state control (possible partnership)
« How to get through urbanizing “pockets” and break down barriers
* Question about the maintenance of State Routes, and the process
when municipalities take over
« Develop partnerships between local governments and ADOT
i Role of ADOT needs to be defined to ensure needs are met
ii. Consider ADOT route transfer
iii. Encourage ADOT and State Land to work together
« Prescott is somewhat disadvantaged, 35 miles from I-17, need to
address commute time
« SR 260 is getting backed up
« Need additional connections from Cottonwood to Camp Verde
* Need solutions to connect to I-17
i. Consider bypass
« Population in Verde Valley is increasing, and more growth is
anticipated
« State Route 89 is the only route to Prescott from north, been this
way for 20 years
« New scenic route may bring more congestion
* Need to look for opportunities for other routes

2. Are there economic development plans (municipal, regional, Tribal, or
private) currently underway that will or can impact future transportation
facilities within the region?

Responses:
« Verde Valley/Cottonwood - Salt River Materials wants to double
production
e Up to 600 trips
« Billion dollar investment
« Looking at rail, bypass
+ Willow Lake to airport — area of expansion
i Industrial/commercial area — 15,000 acres
ii. Employment and truck traffic growing
* No rail existing in Prescott
i Need rail to airport
 Need bypass to I-17
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i I-40 is congested
ii. Great Western Road/bypass is important to businesses

3. When you look to the future (2050 and beyond) what are the urban
growth/developments, business, and global trends or other economic changes
that you see occurring and how should regional transportation planning
address these issues?

Responses:

Optimistic about future of area
Attractive/desirable area
Population will be less than Phoenix and Tucson
Future airport service will have non-stop flights to LAX (Horizon
Air)
i Believe this is the start of something big
Improving connectivity to airport
Trending toward entrepreneurs, baby boomers, and small business
moving in
See more small industrial parks
Do not see corporate headquarters
Could see a State university in this area by 2050
Increase in telecommuting
See this area as center for technology
Aeronautics, computer and aviation industry, research and
development need infrastructure to meet demand (Emory Riddle)

4. Identify the future major activity centers within the region that should be
served by transportation facilities?

Responses:

Satellite offices
Small scale research and development institutes
University can serve as major activity center
Retires moving here - need health care (baby boomers are retiring)
Possible sports facilities
i Major League Baseball (spring training)
ii. Olympic training
Land ownership - activity center growing (Chino Valley has land)
Weekend traffic to activity centers
i Movement issue
ii. Rail rather than freeway widening
Airport and rail is a high priority

5. Are there alternative modes that can be developed or expanded to serve
these planned activity centers?

Responses:

Rail from Phoenix to Flagstaff, with a spur to Prescott

Rail needs to be reliable (freight can interfere with passenger
service)

Need capacity to grow (infrastructure, etc.)
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Need to address tourism traffic
Consider alternative funding mechanisms, such as public/private
partnerships
i Public entity owns
ii. Private pays for use responsible for debt/service
iii. Being done in Indiana, toll roads in Texas and New Jersey

Need change of public policy to facilitate true partnering and more
equal collaboration between the metropolitan areas and rural areas
Federal funds are limited

6. Are there business/development issues that might be an obstacle to the
development of transportation facilities? How should these issues be
addressed in our regional planning effort?

Responses:

Change has to happen on political/congressional level
Yavapai County is divided by Mingus Mountain
i Causes lots of trips for community
ii. Consider going through mountain (tunnel)
iii. Help bring community together
Need park-n-ride
Need better connectivity within county
Scenic roads can enhance road, provide access for growth
i Concern about road through Yarnell, back route to Surprise
ii. Concern about impacts of growth and more people using
this route
Need to accommodate tourism and potential impacts

Summary Points

James Zumpf, ADOT concluded the Focus Group by thanking attendees for their
participation and providing the BQAZ website and contact information for any future
comments to be submitted.

Adjourn

Meeting Adjourned - 2:00pm

Meeting summary notes produced by
Heather Honsberger

HDR

602.522.4346/602.522.7707
Heather.honsberger@hdrinc.com
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Focus Group Summary Notes
Environmental/Conservation, Prescott

Date Produced: April 10, 2008

Meeting: Environmental/Conversation Interests Focus Group — Northern
Arizona

Date: March 27, 2008 3:00 - 5:00 p.m.

Location: Yavapai College, Prescott, Arizona

Purpose: The purpose of the Environmental/Conversation Interests Focus

Group was to provide a project overview and initiate an
interactive discussion about local and regional environmental
and conversation issues. Several questions were posed by a
facilitator and attendees were able to express comments,
concerns, issues and opinions in an open forum setting.

Participants: Dan Campbell, The Nature Conservancy
Mike Leonard, US Forest Service
Cynthia Moody, US Forest Service
Dee Hines, US Forest Service
Sally Hess Samuelson, Prescott National Forest
Kathy David, Montezuma Castle National Monument

Staff:
Jim Zumpf, ADOT
Larry Gibson, DMIJM HARRIS
Brent Cain, HDR
Winsome Bowen, HDR
Heather Honsberger, HDR
Pamela Cecere, HDR

The following meeting notes are intended to be a summary of the discussions at the
meeting. Any changes or corrections to the meeting summary notes must be
received by the author within ten days. After that date, they will be final.

The Focus Group was called to order at 3:00 p.m. by James Zumpf, ADOT.

Overview of Presentation

James Zumpf, ADOT began the Business and Development Focus Group by
introducing the project team and allowing attendees to introduce themselves. Mr.
Zumpf began the presentation by describing Arizona’s potential statewide growth
using a series of maps and graphics. Mr. Zumpf then explained the purpose of the
focus group and described the Building a Quality Arizona (BQAZ) study, elaborating
on elements such as: the study’s guiding principles and objectives; the process,
schedule and progress to date; and background information pertaining to growth
projections. The community outreach element was also detailed. No questions were
asked during the presentation.
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Summary of Focus Group Discussion

Heather Honsberger, HDR facilitated the Focus Group discussion. The following is a
synopsis of questions, responses and major themes that emerged from the
discussion.

Questions:
1. From your perspective, what are the regional environmental or conservation
issues that the Regional Framework Study must address? Responses:
« Identify areas that are not suitable to development
i. Natural Infrastructure Plan is a new way to look at the state
» Consider eco-regional planning
¢ NAU-wildlife corridor study and grassland aquifer study
» Put planning studies together - see best alternatives
e Look at BLM studies
e Include I-17 study in framework
» Retaining open space
i Developable vs. nhon-developable space
ii. Difficult to get right-of-way on private land
iii. Public land is not disposable - need to shift paradigm
« Each National Forest areas needs Chief of Forest Service approval
for new roads
 Water issues
ii. Decision making is fragmented
iii. Critical to look at water availability
iv. Disconnect between water availability and planning and
zoning

2. Are there environmental and conservation plans currently underway that will
or can impact future transportation facilities within the region?

Responses:
» Forest Plan Revision
i Coconino
ii. Prescott
 Open space plan
i Prescott
ii. Dells

iii. Hope to acquire public land in Dells areas
« Verde Valley trails plan

3. What regional urban growth/developments and economic changes do you see
occurring in the next 50 years and how they might relate to
environmental/conservation objectives? How should regional transportation
planning address these issues?

Responses:
« Capacity to sustain populations
v.  Question uncontrolled growth
Vi. NIMBY attitude
Vii. Water issues
viii.  Sustainability, quality of life, alternate modes
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« What are other states and Mexico doing?
« Demographics - transportation needs to fit population
* Need plan for growth
e Apply comprehensive plans-statewide
 Where we locate transportation facilities will determine growth
» Recreational areas
i. Need to preserve vistas

4. Are there environmental/conservation issues that might be an obstacle to the
development of transportation facilities? How should these issues be
addressed in our regional planning effort?

Responses:
e Cultural resources
« Limited/unique habitats
i Protect riparian habitat
e Forest Service and BLM control lands
« Roads near Forest Service land controls development
« Grasslands are significant
« Safety of elk and their travel along roadways an issue
ii. Need public education
iii. Need to accommodate for wildlife
« Invasive Plants
iv. Concerns about non native species
V. Non-native species could start fires
« Transportation plans should be compatible with the physical
environment
« Need to mitigate existing infrastructure/facilities to accommodate
environmental concerns, with the intention to ensu